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LETTERS 


B ob Crow, RMT general sec¬ 
retary, has announced that 
his union is donating £5,000 
to the Scottish Socialist 
Party. A token sum to help finance the 
drafting of a Holyrood bill calling for 
the renationalisation of the rails. Com¬ 
rade Crow puts his mouth where his 
union’s money is too. He has been ac¬ 
tively out campaigning for the SSP and 
is now counted as an associate mem¬ 
ber. His message is that, while our class 
is “totally unrepresented” in England, 
it is represented “by the SSP” in Scot¬ 
land ( Scottish Socialist Voice Septem¬ 
ber 26). 

Comrade Crow also appears to have 
become a vicarious Scottish national¬ 
ist, albeit of a leftwing variety. Not that 
that invalidates everything he says - 
far from it. According to comrade 
Crow, the Scottish people ought to 
have the right to choose whether or 
not to establish a breakaway class 
state: “If Scottish people want to be 
independent, then it’s up to them,” he 
states bluntly. That democratic ap¬ 
proach is both principled and perti¬ 
nent; we communists certainly recog¬ 
nise that over the last couple of 
decades or so there has been palpa¬ 
ble national dissatisfaction in Scot¬ 
land which devolution has only par¬ 
tially satisfied. 

The United Kingdom’s constitu¬ 
tional monarchy system permits no 
right to self-determination, of course. 
It embodies the hereditary union of 
crowns, not the union of sovereign 
peoples. Raising the demand for Scot¬ 
tish self-determination therefore high¬ 
lights a profound underlying 
democratic deficit; and comrade Crow 
should be heartily congratulated not 
only for daring to question auto-La- 
bourism but the monarchical consti¬ 
tution through which the mlers mle the 
mled. 

Shamefully much of the left consid¬ 
ers such questions - ie, high politics - 
to be of little or no importance. Instead 
they - Socialist Workers Party, Inter¬ 
national Socialist Group, Socialist 
Party in England and Wales, Alliance 
for Workers’ Liberty, etc - prioritise 
building the next big demonstration or 
excitedly supporting the latest indus¬ 
trial dispute, kidding themselves that 
somehow this sort of limited and es¬ 
sentially circular activity inexorably 
leads to socialism. It does not. 

However, comrade Crow, offers the 
opinion that if he were Scottish he 
would “be voting for independence”. 
Why adopt this particular solution? 
After all, there are other demands to 
be found in our programmatic armoury 
which would foster, not disrupt, work¬ 
ing class unity - the CPGB calls for a 
federal republic. Echoing the garbled 
arguments of Tommy Sheridan and 
Alan McCombes, the comrade insists 
that Scotland, like Wales and Ireland, 
has never benefited from the union. He 
even recruits Karl Marx for the cause 
of Scottish separatism: “You’ll never 
be free so long as one country enslaves 
another,” he is rendered as saying. Fi¬ 
nally comrade Crow claims that by 
building a real socialist alternative in 
Scotland, we “provide an incentive for 
England”. 

Comrade Crow is frequently spoken 
of as a potential saviour in certain So¬ 
cialist Alliance circles. Communists 
would certainly welcome him if he took 
out membership. However, we would 
demand safeguards and accountabil¬ 
ity too. Besides being an asset, com¬ 
rade Crow would present a danger. He 


now inhabits the rarefied and privi¬ 
leged atmosphere of the top trade 
union bureaucracy and his politics 
remain thoroughly Stalinite. 

In the mid-1990s he decamped from 
the Morning Star’s Communist Party 
of Britain - a rump which doggedly de¬ 
fends a British reformist road to na¬ 
tional socialism - and landed himself 
an executive committee seat in Arthur 
ScargiU’s Socialist Labour Party. He did 
not openly explain or fight out his dif¬ 
ferences with the CPB. Nor to his eter¬ 
nal discredit did he object when 
Scargill arbitrarily voided the member¬ 
ship of oppositionists, fixed confer¬ 
ences and treated the entire 
organisation as his private property. 
His subsequent departure from a sink¬ 
ing SLP was characteristically quiet. 

Comrade Crow’s chilling ideal con¬ 
tinues to be the ‘socialism in one coun¬ 
try’ created in the Soviet Union by 
Stalin’s bureaucratic counterrevolu¬ 
tion within the revolution and carried 
on nowadays by besieged outposts 
such as North Korea, Vietnam and 
Cuba. 

Sheridan and McCombes undeni¬ 
ably come from a different tradition. 
But, though their origins lie in the 
Militant tendency of Peter Taaffe and 
Ted Grant, they have arrived at almost 
the same conclusion as comrade Crow. 
Under their direction the SSP voted to 
officially designate Cuba a socialist 
society - despite its complete absence 
of democracy and working class rule. 

Marxism by contrast consistently 
stresses extreme democracy and so¬ 
cialism as an international act of work¬ 
ing class self-liberation. Socialism is 
understood as taking off from the high¬ 
est achievements of capitalism - unde¬ 
niably a global metabolism. Hence we 
put the voluntary merging of nations 
and above all global working class 
unity at the forefront of our pro¬ 
grammes. In general that means simul¬ 
taneously advocating the right to 
self-determination but militantly op¬ 
posing the break-up of existing states. 

Indeed Marx and Engels famously 
wanted a democratic centralist greater 
Germany out of Prussia and Austria - 
besides mopping up the various petty 
kingdoms, electorates and city states. 
And, following that political method, 
Vladimir Lenin and Rosa Luxemburg 
together fought against the Polish So¬ 
cialist Party’s demand for national re¬ 
unification and independence (from 
the Russian, German and Austro- 
Hungarian empires). Instead of merely 
weakening existing states, they envis¬ 
aged something much more worth¬ 
while - working class unity in order to 
overthrow them. 

Marxists only raise the demand for 
national separation in exceptional cir¬ 
cumstances - if, for example, state 
unity actually retards or prevents unity 
of the working class. Following the 
defeat of Chartism and the rise of the 
labour aristocracy, the Marx-Engels 
team advocated Irish independence, 
true. However, at different times and 
under different circumstances they 
also called for complete merger or to¬ 
wards that end a federal republic of 
Britain and Ireland. 

Members of the SSP - including com¬ 
rades Sheridan and McCombes - have 
been doing their utmost to paint the 
history of Scotland in the colours of 
national oppression. Of course, even 
if it were true - and it is decidedly not - 
that would hardly justify their call for 
separation. 

Needless to say, since 1707 there 


has been a unified British state, a state 
which not only suppressed the popu¬ 
lar masses at home but systematically 
embarked on a course of empire-build¬ 
ing, which went hand in hand with tire 
colonial plunder of Ireland, India and 
whole tracts of Africa. Scottish mer¬ 
chants, industrialists and aristocratic 
and middle class career politicians 
benefited no less than their avaricious 
English and Welsh partners. Scots if 
anything were greatly overrepre¬ 
sented proportionately in the British 
officer corps and the empire’s bloated 
bureaucracy. 

Describing Scotland and Wales as 
colonial victims of England is not only 
counterfactual. Equating the historic 
experience of Scotland and Wales to 
that of Ireland, or even India and Af¬ 
rica, is almost criminal in itself. Work¬ 
ers in Scotland are wage slaves, yes, 
but Scotland is no slave nation. 

Karl Kautsky - when he was a Marx¬ 
ist - raised the slogan of a republican 
united states of Europe. This bold 
perspective was taken up again in the 
early 1920s by Leon Trotsky and the 
Communist International. And today 
the CPGB responds to the concrete 
reality of the European Union and 
capitalist unity of the most undemo¬ 
cratic kind they can get away with, not 
by demanding a halt to expansion and 
dead-end national withdrawals. Rather 
we advocate a democratic social Eu¬ 
rope and, to bring that aim to fruition, 
the organisation of the advanced part 
of our class into a single revolution¬ 
ary party - its correct, scientific, name 
being the Communist Party of the EU. 

The world revolution is a combined 
but uneven process. In all probability 
Europe will proceed ahead of America. 
Tradition, consciousness and organi¬ 
sation in Europe is qualitatively 
higher. And, come the day when state 
power passes to the working class in 
this powerful salient of some 380 mil¬ 
lion people, it is surely only by taking 
forward the unity already achieved - 
albeit by our class enemies - that the 
forces of socialism can realistically 
hope to withstand the military and 
economic might of US superimperial¬ 
ism. 

An SSP breakaway ‘socialist’ Scot¬ 
land cannot possibly do that. It is im¬ 
probable, to say the least, that it would 
act as an “incentive” for anywhere. 
More than likely it would serve as yet 
another dire warning. An independent 
‘socialist’ Scotland - with Tommy Sher¬ 
idan as first minister and Alan Mc¬ 
Combes the brains behind the throne 
- would either succumb to internal 
counterrevolution, suffocate under 
British and EU economic sanctions or, 
failing that, be swiftly cmshed in a ‘war 
against terrorism’. Neither Scotland’s 
“long coastline” nor its “moderate cli¬ 
mate” would do much to save it. 

The US working class would cer¬ 
tainly be inspired and spurred on by 
their brothers and sisters in Europe 
coming to power - especially as the 
flame spread to Russia, the Ukraine, 
Korea, Japan and the impoverished 
countries of Asia, Africa and Latin 
America. Given the present balance of 
world forces, the first decisive chap¬ 
ter of the world revolution can only 
but be written in Europe. The working 
class movement in the USA will 
though have the honour of writing the 
final chapter, thereby opening the 
gates of communism and general free¬ 
dom. What Europe begins America 
shall complete • 

Jack Conrad 


E Letters may have been 

shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


No authority 

Joe Wills asserts that “Anarchist ideol¬ 
ogy ... with its rejection of authority 
opposes trade unions completely ... and 
thereby rejects a major portion of the 
history of working class struggle” (Let¬ 
ters, October 2). 

What nonsense. “Anarchist ideol¬ 
ogy” says no such thing. We do reject 
bureaucratic and hierarchical trade un¬ 
ions, but we do so in favour of self-man- 
aged workplace organisations. To 
generalise, anarchists are divided on the 
question of trade unions. Some argue 
that revolutionary unions are possible 
and others argue that workers’ councils, 
not unions, are the way forward. In both 
cases, we do not reject collective strug¬ 
gle and organisation in the workplace. 

Nor do the anarchist positions on 
trade unions have anything to do with 
the “rejection of authority”. Rather they 
are based on an analysis of the role of 
unions in society and their actual activi¬ 
ties. Indeed, it can be argued that the 
“major portion” of the history of trade 
unionism shows it to be reformist at best, 
and subject to bureaucratic betrayal at 
worse. This suggests our analysis has 
validity and that the workers’ movement 
needs to fundamentally change in order 
to be effective, never mind revolution¬ 
ary. Anarchists, including those active 
in their trade unions, are trying to encour¬ 
age such a change in favour of rank-and- 
file control of struggle and the use of 
direct action and solidarity as the means 
of achieving real change. 

Wills’s summary of “anarchist ideol¬ 
ogy” on the unions is so flawed that, 
when he writes, “We Marxists take a dif¬ 
ferent view”, anarchists can only smile 
at the straw man arguments he presents. 

Turning to the Russian Revolution, 
Wills argues that I think it happened “in 
a void”. Far from it. As an anarchist I am 
aware, like Bakunin and Kropotkin, that 
any revolution breaks out “in a hostile 
bourgeois world”. As such, “counter¬ 
revolution” is taken as inevitable and 
does not cut it as an excuse for Bolshe¬ 
vik authoritarianism. 

Now, he argues that by “civil war” 
Ixnin meant “the conquest of power by 
the proletariat”. So Wills is arguing that 
Lenin defined “civil war” to mean some¬ 
thing else than what everyone else on 
the planet thought it meant! Does that 
mean Marxists invent the meaning of 
words as and when it suits them? But 
assuming that Wills is correct, what does 
that imply? That Lenin thought that a 
revolution would happen without a civil 
war, counterrevolution and imperialist 
intervention? If so, then Lenin was ex¬ 
tremely naive, which I doubt, suggest¬ 
ing that by “civil war” Lenin meant what 
most people mean by the term. 

Wills asserts that he stands by his 
“original claim that the ‘civil war’ dis¬ 
rupted soviet democracy” and ignores 
the facts I raised in favour of quoting 
Stephen Cohen from 1973. Yet quoting 
an opinion made long before the research 
I summarised does not hold much wa¬ 
ter. To repeat, it was not in the civil war 
period that “much of the popular con¬ 
trol exercised by local soviets and fac¬ 
tory committees was lost”. Soviets were 
disbanded, the factory committees un¬ 
dermined, solider democracy destroyed, 
as I indicated, prior to the civil war and 
as a result of deliberate Bolshevik ac¬ 
tions. Ignoring these facts will not make 
them go away - sorry. 

Given this, to state that “centralism 
was essential in Soviet Russia to defeat 
the whites” is simply not good enough. 
Centralism in Russia saw the de facto 
dictatorship of the Bolshevik Party arise 
before the start of the civil war. Central¬ 
ism destroyed popular democracy, as 
anarchists predicted. Why repeat the 
same old mistakes? 


Wills states that “Anarchists never ex¬ 
plain, in manifest terms, how without a 
state it is possible to defeat imperialism 
and internal counterrevolution.” From 
Bakunin onwards anarchists have ar¬ 
gued that a revolution required a federa¬ 
tion of workers’ councils to succeed and 
that this would organise the defence of 
the revolution by means of a workers’ 
militia. Exactly the approach of the 
Makhnovists in the Ukraine and the 
anarchists in Aragon during the Span¬ 
ish revolution. 

As for the other aspects of revolution 
he thinks anarchists do not explain, well, 
does he expect me to expound on them 
in a letter? Particularly when the part of 
my previous letter on defence of the 
revolution was not printed due to space 
considerations? But if anyone is inter¬ 
ested, visit www.anarchistfaq.org for 
details. 

Wills then asserts that “the anarchists 
have supported all revolutions except the 
ones that actually succeed”. Sorry, 
which Marxist revolutions succeeded? 
Where did one result in socialism rather 
than state capitalism, popular democracy 
rather than party dictatorship, workers’ 
control rather than controlled workers? 
With ‘successes’ like these, we do not 
need failures! And anarchists have sup¬ 
ported all revolutions, until Marxists 
monopolised power. Then we sup¬ 
ported the real revolution: the working 
class in its struggle against the new boss 
class. Needless to say, we paid the price 
for defending what socialism is really 
about. 

Wills finishes his own inaccurate dia¬ 
tribe by quoting another: namely En¬ 
gels’s On authority. This appeal to 
authority hardly impresses. We can see 
why by looking at the quotes provided. 
Engels states that a revolution is “the 
most authoritarian thing there is”, be¬ 
cause “one part of the population im¬ 
poses its will upon the other part”. Yet 
in class society this happens all the time 
- the capitalist class oppresses the work¬ 
ing class. Therefore, revolution is an act 
of liberation for the working class. Stop¬ 
ping someone oppressing you (by force 
of arms, if necessary) is not ‘authority’: 
it is exercising and defending your lib¬ 
erty. As such Engels does not look at 
revolution (or society) from a working 
class perspective. That Marxists like to 
parrot this warmed up liberal nonsense 
without thinking is sad, if not surprising. 

As the Russian Revolution shows, a 
‘revolutionary’ government centralises 
power into a few hands and definitely 
does not empower the many. Such a situ¬ 
ation can only spell the death of a social 
revolution, which requires the active 
participation of all if it is to succeed. It 
also exposes the central fallacy of Len¬ 
inism: claiming to desire a society based 
on mass participation it favours a form 
of organisation - centralism - that pre¬ 
cludes it. We need to organise in new 
ways to build a new world, 
lain McKay 
email 

May take years 

In response to the current debate be¬ 
tween Joe Wills and Iain McKay, I would 
suggest that among the most miserable 
tendencies are collectivist capital and 
bureaucratic state capital. The last thing 
the working class and dispossessed 
need right now is some sort of ugly col¬ 
lectivist capitalist or state capitalist revo¬ 
lution, whether supposedly ‘democratic 
centralist’, bureaucratic or based on 
‘workers’ councils’. 

In any case we are nowhere near a 
revolutionary situation. Unlike the semi- 
feudal, weak and crisis-ridden Russian 
state in 1917, the modem bourgeois state 
is very strong and very entrenched. To 
attempt to overthrow it in a political revo¬ 
lution is simply to provoke counterrevo¬ 
lution. And, in attempting to overthrow 
the state, any revolutionary organisation 
is forced to impose centralisation, bu- 
reaucratisation and militarisation on the 
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movement, which in itself becomes 
harmful to the actual social and class 
struggle. Objectively the hard revolution¬ 
ists end up promoting counterrevolu¬ 
tion. 

The struggle for communism has to 
be a communistic struggle. What we 
need - and indeed what we are seeing - 
is the growth of a mass, diverse social 
movement around the world, involving 
millions of workers and others engaging 
in a long-drawn-out series of evolution¬ 
ary struggles. Such a process may take 
years and at least part of the time it will 
inevitably involve spontaneity. 

In such a context libertarian methods 
and practices are far more desirable and 
useful. Revolutionary central commit¬ 
tees are past their sell-by date. 

Paul Tate 
Reading 

Ukraine fraud 

We send you the following open letter, 
addressed to the Committee for a Work¬ 
ers' International, for your information. 

“On September 4 we wrote to you re¬ 
garding the criminal fraud perpetrated by 
CWI members in the former USSR on 
several organisations, including our 
own. We noted that you had issued a 
statement on August 29 condemning 
the fraud and announcing the expulsion 
of several Ukrainian members, notably 
Oleg Vernik. You have not responded to 
our letter or to any of the requests and 
queries in it. We also note that you have 
not replied to similar requests from other 
defrauded organisations. This lack of 
response calls into question your stated 
willingness to exchange information and 
cooperate with all diose victimised by 
your former members. 

“We also note at this point that no 
statement on the fraud has yet appeared 
on your website. Yet articles by the char¬ 
latan Vernik continue to appear there 
without comment by you. 

“Your statement of August 29 indi¬ 
cated that the fraud was limited to Ukrain¬ 
ian CWI members, some of whom you 
have expelled, notably Oleg Vernik. One 
of our queries concerned the fraudulent 
‘Igor’ or ‘Ivan’, who presented himself 
to us and to others as a resident of 
Moscow. We asked whether you recog¬ 
nised and could identify this individual 
from Moscow. 

“Subsequently, photographs identi¬ 
fied as that of your Moscow leader, Hya 
Budraitskis, have appeared on the inter¬ 
net and in print (for example, in the Weekly 
Worker of September 4), and he is clearly 
the same person as ‘Igor’ and ‘Ivan’, 
who fraudulently misrepresented him¬ 
self to our and other organisations. Yet, 
as far as we know, you have not ac¬ 
knowledged that Budraitskis was part of 
the scam, nor taken any action against 
him, at least in public. 

“Moreover, we now have in our pos¬ 
session a photograph taken at the Oc¬ 
tober 1999 international conference in 
Moscow sponsored by the Committee 
for the Study of Leon Trotsky’s Legacy, 
where Budraitskis presented a research 
paper. This photo shows Budraitskis 
together with Rob Jones of the CWI. It 
is certain that Budraitskis is the same 
person as ‘Igor’ and ‘Ivan’, and that he 
is as guilty as the Ukrainian perpetrators 
of participating in this scam. In the next 
few days we will place this photo on our 
website. 

“Moreover, all the reports of the 
Ukrainian scam indicate that the Ukrain¬ 
ian ‘comrades’ never directly asked their 
supposed western counterparts for 
monetary aid. This is not true in the case 
of ‘Igor’. When we met him in April 2003, 
we were specifically asked to reimburse 
him for money that he claimed had been 
robbed from him by customs agents 
when he left Russia. There is no ques¬ 
tion that ‘Igor’ - that is, Budraitskis - di¬ 
rectly participated in robbery as well as 
in the political side of the criminal activ¬ 
ity engaged in by the other perpetrators. 

“The CWI has had ample time to iden¬ 
tify Budraitskis and reply to the charges 
against him. Your failure to do so raises 
the question as to whether or not the 


CWI is engaging in covering up the ex¬ 
tent of the fraud directed by Vernik, one 
of its leading members, but not certainly 
confined to him and his Ukrainian co¬ 
horts. It raises the question as to 
whether or not more CWI leaders out¬ 
side of Kiev and Ukraine were aware of 
or directly involved in the fraud. 

“Your former and current comrades 
have already done enough in this mat¬ 
ter to drag the name of Trotskyism 
through the mud. We demand that you 
expel Budraitskis and condemn him in at 
least the same terms that you con¬ 
demned Vernik and the others. Further, 
we demand that you do so in public: that 
you publish your statements of condem¬ 
nation in your press and on your inter¬ 
national website rather than just 
circulating them privately for others to 
distribute. If you are not covering for 
these filthy criminals, or seeking to down¬ 
play their acts, why won’t you openly 
do everything possible to warn the work¬ 
ers’ movement of the threat that they 
represent?” 

League for the Revolutionary Party 

USA 

Brent East 

I thought your article on the Brent East 
election was very illuminating (Weekly 
Worker September 25). A lot of good 
comments made. 

My own reflection on the lowish vote 
Brian Butterworth got is this. The left were 
not united. Rather than vote for Brian, 
the working class stayed at home. The 
Lib Dems picked up the anti-war vote 
because many muslims and Asians are 
petty bourgeois and don’t like the hard 
left. They don’t like the tern ‘socialism’. 
Thanks to New Labour, the term is linked 
with all things evil. 

The young don’t bother voting. The 
new young workers in Brent are only 
interested in money and clubbing. The 
Irish youth no longer come in droves, 
so the level of politics in the capital 
doesn’t benefit from their input. Many 
of the youth are children of Thatcher. 
They have hardly any idea or notion of 
a collective consciousness or grouping. 
Their long-term vision is restricted to the 
next binge-drinking session. Tommy 
Sheridan benefited from the large grass¬ 
roots network that Militant used to en¬ 
joy. Socialism is not a dirty word in 
Scotland. 

I thought the Socialist Alliance did a 
good job with propaganda. That is worth 
its weight in gold. Much better to raise 
people’s awareness and knowledge than 
get votes. Votes can be fickle, but class- 
consciousness is an energy that trans¬ 
forms. Nowhere in the country does the 
petty bourgeoisie dominate as they do 
in London. I gather that most working 
class people in Ipswich don’t want to be 
or even think about being middle class. 
Whereas the London region and its hin¬ 
terland is dominated by the suburban 
Thatcherite mentality. Life is about the 
pursuit of status symbols. They know 


more about designer labels than they do 
about the country, its history and what 
it is. That’s not their fault. The products 
of consumerist capitalism are only val¬ 
ued as consumers. 

Most people probably don't want to 
know the truth about the governments 
they vote in, their history and the impe¬ 
rialism which underlies it all, because 
honesty is not a British virtue. Nor an 
American one. Tell someone the truth 
about the war, the government, British 
imperialism and capitalism and they just 
go quiet. What self-respecting people 
would allow a bunch of charlatans who 
lied to take them into a brutal war and 
still remain in government? Yes, the Brit¬ 
ish and Americans. Why? Because 
Bush is a nice Republican, and Tony is a 
well-spoken, presentable (very middle 
class) and clever lawyer. And to rebel 
against the government is a sin worse 
than death. 

To speak out against the British estab¬ 
lishment is to be a traitor. Because we are 
far more interested in our pets, gardens, 
sports and soap operas than govern¬ 
ment or politics. We avoid meaningful 
conversations about anything because 
then we don’t have to engage in facing 
up to the reality or truth. About our¬ 
selves as individuals, our nation and our 
communities. Anything that distracts us 
from the wonderful mission of worship¬ 
ping money and mammon. The latter is 
especially tme of London. 

Lila Patel 
Suffolk 

Marek’s ear 

‘The war of Marek’s ear’ was an inter¬ 
esting article ( Weekly Worker July 31). 
But remember that Cymru Goch and 
Socialist Workers Party members and ex¬ 
members have been cosying up for years 
in Marek’s local domain and mixed in the 
same circles as Marek. 

You say little about the RMT in all this 
- the local branches now have the free¬ 
dom to give support to political organi¬ 
sations other than the Labour Party. Bob 
Crow has given his own support to 
Marek in the forming of a new ‘socialist’ 
party in Wales. In November when 
Marek launches his new party, there will 
be some other unlikely conversions to 
the left cause (sic) - and this time it may 
not be like a moment of madness on a 
common in London - or will it? 

Sylvia Stanton 
email 

Questions 

I am an ordinary citizen in China and I 
am interested in international revolution. 

I have some questions. What do you 
think of Chinese Communist Party (CPC) 
and the “open and reform” police of 
China? What do you think of Mao Tse- 
tung? 

I wish you success. 

Chiang Lee 

Beijing 


Future of the left 


Public meeting, Thursday October 16,7.30pm, Methodist Centre, 
Camberwell Road, Southwark, London SE5. Speakers: Brian Butter- 
worth, Socialist Alliance; Maria Exall, CWU national executive 
(personal capacity); David Styles, convenor, Southwark Unison 
(personal capacity). Invited: MarkSerwotka, PCSU. 


Kabul 1978 and Petrograd 1917: 
in defence of the October 
revolution 

In this pamphlet Sean Matgamna refutes the Weekly Worker thesis 
that the PDPA coup of 1978 was an authentic democratic revolution, 
and discusses what the left must do to rid itself of the hangovers of 
Stalinism. 

£2 plus 34p postage from: Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, PO Box 823, 
London SE154NA. 


ACTION 

London Communist Forum 

Sunday October 5, 5pm - ‘The end of the 1848-51 revolutionary upsurge’, 
using August Nimtz’s Marx and Engels and their part in the democratic 
breakthrough as a study guide. 

Phone 07950 416922 for details. 

Keep space for peace 

Demonstrations, Saturday October 11. 

Menwith Hill: 12 noon, NSA Menwith Hill, near Harrogate, North Yorkshire. 
Organised by Campaign for the Accountability of American Bases and York¬ 
shire CND. CAAB: 01943 466405; caab@btchck.com 
Cmughton: 12 noon, USAF Croughton, near Brackley, Northants. Coach from 
Oxford-01865 771CM6. 

Organised by Oxford CND (oxcnd@domu.freeserve.co.uk) and Oxfordshire 
Peace Campaign (chris.brennan@admin.ox.ac.uk). 

Molesworth: 2pm Joint Analysis Centre, Molesworth, near Huntingdon, Cam¬ 
bridge. Meet at Peace Garden. 

Leicester CND: 0116 2705604. 

International Brigade 

Memorial Tmst AGM, Saturday October 11, 2pm. City Chambers, George 
Square, Glasgow. 

NCDAC 

National Coalition of Anti-Deportation Campaigns national meeting, Satur¬ 
day October 11. 12 noon to 5pm, ARC, 60 Dovecot Street, Stockton on Tees. 
Transport costs for anti-deportation campaigns reimbursed by NCADC; lunch 
provided for all participants; creche available. 

To attend contact nearest coordinator: London and South East England - 020 
7701 5197; north-east England and Scotland - 01642 679298; Greater Man¬ 
chester and North West England - 0161-740 8206; Midlands, Wales and south¬ 
west England - 0121-554 6947. 
ncadc@ncadc.org.uk; http://www.ncadc.org.uk 

Save our job centre 

Public meeting, Thursday October 16, 7.30pm, St Mary’s Hall, Oxford Street, 
Whitstable. Speakers: Janice Goldrich, president PCSU; Nick Wrack, chair 
SA. Invited: Citizens Advice Bureau, Labour Party. 

Renewing dialogues III 

Marxism and education day seminar, Wednesday October 22, 9.30am to 5pm, 
Clarke Hall, Institute of Education, 20 Bedford Way, London WC1. 

Sessions on identity, Marxism and action; activity theory; Gramsci, religion 
and the curriculum. To reserve a place (free, but limited), contact Glenn 
Rikowski: iikowski@tiscah.co.uk 

No more deaths in custody 

National demonstration, Saturday October 25. Assemble 1pm, Trafalgar Square 
for march to Downing Street. 

UFFC: info@uffc.org; 08453 307927. 

Mumia Must Live 

New video showing in support of Mumia Abu-Jamal, US militant framed for 
minder of policeman, at Anarchist Bookfair, Saturday October 25, 3pm, room 
3B, University of London Union, Malet Street (nearest mbe: Goodge Street). 
Organised by Mumia Must Live, BCM Box 4771, London WC1N 3XX; 
mumiauk@yahoo.co.uk 

British politics at the crossroads 

Public meeting, Wednesday October 29,7.30pm, Friends House, Euston Road 
(nearest tube: Euston or Euston Square). Speakers: George Galloway MP, Bob 
Crow, Ken Loach, George Monbiot, Linda Smith (FBU), Salma Yaqoob (Bir¬ 
mingham Stop the War) and a Socialist Alliance speaker. 

Immigration laws disable! 

Conference for disabled refugees, migrants and immigrants - and all opposed 
and subject to immigration controls: Saturday November 8, 1pm to 5pm (reg¬ 
istration from 12 noon), Le Meridien, Victoria and Albert Hotel, Water Street, 
Castlefield, Manchester M3. 

Organised by Greater Manchester Coalition of Disabled People, BEVC, Aked 
Close, Ardwick, Manchester M12 4AN; 0161-273 5153; 

gmcdp@globalnet.co.uk 

Party wills 

The CPGB has fomis available for you to include the Party and the struggle 
for communism in your will. Write for details. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, email rdgroup@yahoo.com 


Socialist Alliance 


Creative House, 82-90 Queensland Road, London N7 7AS; 020-7609 2999; 
office @ socialistalliance.net 

National council 

Saturday October 18,12 noon to 5pm, Steve Biko room, Nelson Mandela Build¬ 
ing, Sheffield (opposite Sheffield rail station). Each local SA can send two 
members as delegates, at least one of which must be a woman. Please advise 
national office of delegates. 

Convention of the Trade Union Left 

Saturday February 7 2004, Friends Meeting House, Euston, London. Union 
support so far from: London region. Unison; London region, FBU; Essex 
committee, FBU; Stratford Nol branch, RMT. 

Organised by Socialist Alliance, tu-convention@yahoo.co.uk 
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TORIES 


Conservative Party - 
www.conservatives.com 


Virtual 

irrelevance 


I would not like to be in lain 
Duncan Smith’s shoes. He 
leads a rapidly failing party 
torn apart by issues few care 
about, and it is not surprising that 
the Conservative Party confer¬ 
ence is bereft of new policy ideas 
- itself symptomatic of a self- 
absorbed and backward mem¬ 
bership. To much Tory fanfare, 
we have seen proposed health 
reforms (amounting to the NHS 
subsidising the private health¬ 
care of the well-to-do), and empty 
pledges to restore the link 
between pensions and wages. 
And, as a finishing touch, IDS is 
deluded enough to believe his 
reactionary misfits are going to 
win the next election. 

This tenuous grip on reality 
has fed into several aspects of 
the Conservatives’ website. For 
example, at the time of writing, 
the leading item in their ‘Head¬ 
lines’ section is not a keynote 
speech, but a surreal and toe¬ 
curling report on the Conserva¬ 
tive victory at the conference 
football match against the press. 
With the Tories defeating the 
hacks 6-3,1 suppose site admin 
were desperate for any good 
news in a never-ending sea of 
bad press. 

Decked out in blue, this 
compact site is divided between 
navigation column and main field 
(itself split into three more 
sections, overarched by more 
helpful icons). The first of these, 
‘News headlines’, is a mixture of 
conference news and web chat 
logs of Q and A sessions with 
leading Tories (the absence of 
such from Labour’s website is 
quite telling). ‘Newsroom’ has a 
broader range, with more 
speeches, articles, MEP news, 
media registration, etc. Proving 
not to be averse to amateur spin, 
the ‘By-elections’ section 
trumpets: “Conservatives are 
winning by-elections.” It con¬ 
cludes: “Week after week... 
voters are putting their cross in 
the blue box.” Unfortunately, the 
results listed here suggest 
otherwise. 

The ‘Campaigns’ page gives 
the policy areas the Tories are 
now pushing, from tax-cutting to 
the “crisis in the countryside”. 

The ‘Fighting for freedom’ piece 
has to be singled out as an 
example of pure Europhobia. In 
a rant against the European 
arrest warrant, the proposals are 
attacked as a gross infringement 
of “our civil liberties”, because 
apparently some European legal 
systems “operate on the pre¬ 
sumption of guilt”. These 
countries go unnamed, of course. 

‘People’ is next. This offers 
quick links to various sections of 
the party. For instance, the peers 
page puts a positive gloss on the 

around 

THE 


House of Lords and lists all 210 
honourable lords and ladies who 
take the Tory whip. Members’ 
profiles are there, but the web 
admin have yet to include the 
biographies of these nonentities. 
Or have they? 

The dedicated pages for IDS 
follow. Decorated with sunny 
snapshots and adorned with 
nuggets of wisdom, they lead 
with his dual offensive against 
Labour and the Lib Dems. Taking 
its cue from The Sun, the desper¬ 
ate Tory strategy to defeat the 
Liberals is to expose them as 
“loony lefties” under the 
direction of “Red Kennedy”. You 
couldn’t make it up. Moving on, 
the party pages give an official 
introduction to Tory structures, 
opportunities and policies. 

The conference website is 
very similar to that of Labour’s 
(see Weekly Worker October 2), 
with details of the agenda, fringe 
meetings and speeches. Finally, 
the online bookshop is very 
comprehensive with hundreds of 
titles and journals, and a few 
bargains too. For instance, a copy 
of Thatcher’s Statecraft can be 
picked up for under a tenner. My 
word. 

The main field consists of ‘Top 
stories’, ‘Headlines’ and ‘Fea¬ 
tures’. Other areas of the site 
cover the first two. The latter will 
search for your local Conserva¬ 
tive Association, and offers 
special discounts to help you 
make the decision to become a 
party supporter (despite the 
offer of cheap insurance with 
Churchill, I thought it better to 
decline the invitation). 

Finally, the icons heading the 
page complete the picture. ‘Keep 
up to date’ is a mailing list for 
latest news and website develop¬ 
ments. ‘Feedback’ allows you to 
email the Tories - because they 
“will never stop listening”. ‘Get 
involved’ gives 10 ways you can 
help them out, ranging from 
joining to promoting Conserva¬ 
tism online. ‘Donate’ is self- 
explanatory, as is ‘Join party’. 
Benefits include voting rights, 
subscription to Heartland, the 
members’ magazine, and various 
special offers. Again, I managed 
to resist the temptation. Lastly, if 
you are feeling particularly 
vicious, you can ‘sign up a friend’ 
to receive an email from the 
Tories inviting them to the 
website. 

The content aside, the website 
is well designed with plenty to 
keep the viewer occupied. 
However, if you need to see for 
yourself how irrelevant and out 
of touch the Tories have become, 

I recommend www.conserva- 
tives.com as the ideal 
introduction • 

Phil Hamilton 




What, me? Worry? 


here are times when you can al¬ 
most feel sorry for the Tories. 

A spectre is haunting the 
Winter Gardens this week, the 
spectre of Maggie. Remember the glory 
days: when three landslide victories 
made the ‘natural party of government' 
seem totally unassailable; when a rud¬ 
derless and bitterly divided Labour Party, 
led into the trenches first by Hamp¬ 
stead’s answer to Wurzel Gummidge and 
then by a Welsh clown from the old 
school of left-posing class traitors 
seemed bent only on self-destruction? 
Now it is the Tories who are on the rack 
and Blackpool has the air of one of those 
ghastly suburban crematoria where fam¬ 
ily ties or the demands of friendship 
mean that we have to gather from time 
to time - awkward, embarrassed and long¬ 
ing for the end of the meaningless obse¬ 
quies. 

Has the grim reaper taken his predict¬ 
able toll of the blue rinses and the retired 
colonels (average age of party members 
is in the late 60s) or is it that they are so 
demoralised that they would rather stay 
at home, dead-head their dahlias and 
shoot partridges? Always a bad sign 
when the platform expands to fill the 
empty space available and when the PR 
people resolutely refuse to tell you how 
many delegates are actually attending. 

But in this wonderful capitalist soci¬ 
ety of ours there are certain material 
truths that cannot be hidden. Where 
were the big corporate stalls, the com¬ 
panies that once thronged round 
Maggie - the big clothing and food re¬ 
tailers, manufacturing, pharmaceuticals, 
the privatised monopolists, not to men¬ 
tion the arms dealers and suppliers of 
gas, water cannons and coshes to vari¬ 
ous dictatorial regimes around the world, 
who collectively contributed millions of 
pounds to ‘their’ party? This was once 
their natural home. But this year it is hard 
to find a single FTSE-100 company that 
bothered to turn up in Blackpool. 

Before conference even started, the 
knives were out for Iain Duncan Smith. 
The attempt (from within the party ) to 
smear IDS with peculation (illicitly pay¬ 
ing expenses to his wife Betsy) was ris¬ 
ible and achieved its opposite. Ranks 
were closed, because everyone knows 
that, whatever his other faults, this man 
is ramrod-straight. Nonetheless, it 
shows the depths of despair and frus¬ 
tration to which influential layers of the 
party’s senior membership have sunk - 
as does the decision by Max Hastings, 
on the eve of conference, to write that 
IDS has less leadership potential than a 
dog. But maybe Hastings was still smart¬ 
ing because he was passed over to take 
on the top editorial job in the Telegraph 
group. 

Even the leader columns of The Daily 


Telegraph itself (Monday’s was omi¬ 
nously subheaded ‘His last chance’) 
have failed to evince anything more than 
polite approval for some of the policy 
initiatives announced this week. The 
paper understandably condemns the 
gross disloyalty being currently dis¬ 
played by lower-deck members of the 
parliamentary party, but refrains from any 
concrete endorsement of the captain 
and his fellow officers at the bridge. It 
seems to be a question of ‘wait and see’. 

On the same day the Telegraph pub¬ 
lished the results of a poll which must 
have made dismal reading in the shires. 
Of Tory voters, only seven percent con¬ 
sidered IDS to be providing strong and 
effective leadership. Nearly a third of 
Tories thought he was weak and ineffec¬ 
tive and almost two thirds could not say 
what their own patty stood for. When it 
came to which sections of the popula¬ 
tion the Tories were deemed closest to, 
the list was unsurprising: the rich, pro¬ 
fessional and business people and peo¬ 
ple who live in the country. The only 
comfort was that, despite (or perhaps 
because of) Blair’s warmongering, and 
certainly despite Blunkett’s ultra-right¬ 
wing approach at the home office, the 
Conservative Party is still regarded as 
more trustworthy on defence and on law 
and order. 

Is it policies or purses that determine 
the outcome of elections? If the former, 
then, on their conference offerings so far, 
the Tories have a lot to worry about. 

Even before the show started, we were 
treated to a comedy turn in which IDS 
and his shadow chancellor, Michael 
Howard, contradicted one another in 
separate fascinating semantic dis¬ 
courses about the difference between 
‘intending’ to cut taxes and ‘planning’ 
to do so. In a curious way it reminded 
you of the surreal debate around 
Saddam Hussein’s WMD ‘pro¬ 
grammes'. The air of unreality was pal¬ 
pable. If the Tories cannot get their ducks 
in a row when it comes to proffering even 
a few tentative electoral bribes, then they 
really are in trouble. 

Or take the NHS. It is no good for them 
to moan that Blair has stolen their ideas 
(foundation hospitals, etc). The best 
they can come up with is subsidised 
queue-jumping. If you need a replace¬ 
ment hip operation and have five thou¬ 
sand quid in your bank account, then go 
private and get it done next week. The 
state (ie, other taxpayers) will then give 
you three grand back as a reward for 
supporting private medicine. Of course, 
if you do not happen to have the money 
in the first place, then bugger you. 

Similarly on pensions: of course the 
idea of restoring the link between pen¬ 
sions and average earnings (rather than 
the rate of inflation) is something that 


large sections of the left have demanded 
since Thatcher cut it in 1980 - not that 
IDS is proposing to backdate the link. 
But how is this populist, but relatively 
expensive policy to be funded? By 
cracking down on asylum-seekers. Why 
not steal a little of the BNP’s thunder 
while you’re about reshaping pensions 
policy? Hague tried beating the jingois¬ 
tic drum and made a fool of himself, but 
in the absence of anything more prom¬ 
ising, better give it another go. 

Does any or all of this mean that we 
are observing the death throes of the 
Conservative Party? Will the Lib Dems 
become the main party of opposition? 
This writer personally doubts it. 

Many of the Tories’ problems are of 
their own making and much blood will 
need to be shed before matters are re¬ 
solved, but the party’s fundamental 
problem is that it is no longer the obvi¬ 
ous and natural patty of the ruling class. 

What does capital need from any gov¬ 
ernment in our bourgeois ‘democratic’ 
society? Cheap money (low interest 
rates) to invest in accumulation; an ex¬ 
change rate that sustains export profit¬ 
ability; low levels of corporate taxation 
designed to secure the maximum amount 
of profit from the smplus value extracted 
from the workforce; and a regime which 
emasculates the trade unions. This 
should sound familiar. Once it was called 
Thatcherism, now New Labour - pre¬ 
sided over, incidentally, not just by her 
brightest acolyte, Tony Blair, but also by 
that great ‘socialist’ known as Gordon 
Brown. 

What sections does the Conservative 
Party currently represent? Even among 
the big bourgeoisie there are still those 
determinedly insular forces that see the 
party as a safe harbour from the impact 
of the euro, though they are in a con¬ 
scious minority; lower down the food 
chain there are countless small and petty 
bourgeois strata which feel similarly 
threatened. And then there are the fann¬ 
ers and other bourgeois and petty bour¬ 
geois countryside dwellers. They will be 
Tories to the day they die. 

To see the historically most bitter and 
determined enemies of the working class 
stewing in their own juice at this moment 
is a real pleasure, but no grounds for any 
complacency on our part. For us, it is self- 
evident that the Tories - or, for that mat¬ 
ter, Blair’s New Labour neo-Thatcherites 
- have nothing whatever to offer our 
class. 

That is what makes it so crucially im¬ 
portant to present a real and viable so¬ 
cialist and democratic alternative to these 
twin enemies of all that we stand for. Life 
itself demands that we should do eve¬ 
rything in our power now to unite in one 
party of the working class • 

Michael Malkin 
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SOCIAL FORUM 


No structure, 
no democracy 

Over the last week there have been three important meetings 
following the bid to stage the 2004 European Social Fomm in 
London. Tina Becker reports 



A round 250 people attended 
the launch of the London So¬ 
cial Forum on October 4. A 
good turnout that promises to 
make the LSF into a focus for the British 
left. 

While most of the discussions in the 
workshops proved interesting and fruit¬ 
ful, the fomm has a number of problems 
that it will have to seriously address very 
soon - especially those concerning its 
reason for existence and method of or¬ 
ganisation. An understandable rejection 
of the organisational methods practised 
by most leftwing sects has led to a situ¬ 
ation which is in some respects even 
more undemocratic than the type of re¬ 
gime it seeks to avoid. 

The composition of Saturday’s meet¬ 
ing gives reason for hope. Twenty-five 
groups and political organisations were 
present with stalls. More than 20 work¬ 
shops were put on. Most participants 
seemed serious about building a viable 
organisation and enthusiastically took 
part in the discussions about democracy, 
the anti-war movement and privatisa¬ 
tion. 

It was an unusual event in many ways. 
The organised revolutionary left was 
definitely in the minority. Apart from the 
CPGB, there were a couple of members 
each from the Alliance for Workers’ Lib¬ 
erty (hiding behind their No Sweat cam¬ 
paign), Workers Power (aka their youth 
organisation. Revolution) and the Inter¬ 
national Socialist Group (announcing 
themselves as “supporters of Resist¬ 
ance' ”). The Socialist Workers Party 
played the kind of role that is normally 
reserved for small sectarian groups. 
They set up a stall outside the hall, from 
which Hackney-based full-timer Michael 
Bradley (who was involved in the attack 
on CPGB members outside the SWP’s 
Marxism 2003 in July) told anyone who 
would listen what a crap event this was 
going to be. 

Globalise Resistance, the SWP’s anti¬ 
capitalist front, sent only one of its less 
well known members into the meeting - 
undoubtedly with an ‘observe and re¬ 
port’ brief. The comrade took copious 
notes throughout the day but said noth¬ 
ing. SWP members have been very vo¬ 
cal in their rejection of the London Social 
Forum, along with the other forums that 
have been set up, such as those in Car¬ 
diff, Durham and Leeds. Only in New¬ 
castle do the comrades seem to be 
centrally involved. A participant from 
Newcastle told me that SWP member 
and local Unison convenor Claire Wil¬ 
liams is running the small Newcastle 
Social Forum “with an iron fist”. 

After October 4, the SWP will certainly 
not be able to simply dismiss the LSF as 
an irrelevance - 250 is more than GR 
pulled to its national conference. Less 
than 18 months ago Chris Nineham, one 
of the SWP's leading figures in GR, told 
me that it had "under 100 members”. It is 
doubtful if the organisation has grown 
a lot in a period which saw the SWP put 
most of its resources into the Stop the 
War Coalition. Also, the LSF attracted 
some international support: the Greek 
Social Forum and Attac France both 
sent representatives who spoke from the 
platform. They also took an active pail 
in discussing the London bid for the next 
European Social Fomm (although in the 
case of Attac this was not always done 
without self-interest - see below). 

Interestingly, the meeting was not 
dominated by anarchist or autonomous 
currents, although they are of course in¬ 
volved. Rather there seemed to be a lot 
of recently politicised young people 
present. The bulk of the participants, 
however, gave the impression of having 
been involved in one leftwing organisa¬ 
tion or another - and being burnt by the 
experience. Many identified themselves 
as ex-members of the SWP, the ‘official’ 
CPGB or other groups. 

In a workshop on ‘the anti-war move¬ 
ment’ Mike Marqusee - formerly a lead¬ 
ing light in the London Socialist 
Alliance - briefly outlined his experience 
as press officer of the Stop the War Coa¬ 
lition and how the undemocratic prac¬ 
tices of the SWP and chair Andrew 


Murray led him to resign. However, most 
of his opening concentrated on the posi¬ 
tive lessons of the anti-war movement - 
drawing on his experience in the US anti- 
Vietnam war protests, he emphasised 
that movements can go through many 
leaderships, as lessons are learned and 
tasks change. 

The workshop on ‘democracy’ - with 
around 50 participants one of the big¬ 
gest - feanired a lively discussion on the 
undemocratic nature of many socialist 
and communist organisations, but, inter¬ 
estingly, some speakers also criticised 
the untransparent and bureaucratic way 
in which many anarchistic groups organ¬ 
ise. “A few years ago, I was involved with 
Reclaim the Streets,” one man said. “We 
always had apparently very democratic 
meetings, in which nobody seemed to 
be the leader. But they were also very un¬ 
productive and we never took any real 
decisions. A group of insiders, though, 
would go off to the pub afterwards and 
decide what the organisation would do 
next.” He identified a “tyranny of struc¬ 
ture”, which the SWP embodies. But, 
quite rightly, he pointed to the “tyranny 
of structurelessness” as being no less 
dangerous. 

Currently, the LSF has no leaders, no 
organising group, no facilitating commit¬ 
tee. On paper anyway. The reality, of 
course, is that you cannot organise even 
the smallest meeting without somebody 
taking charge of this or that aspect. As 
with Reclaim the Streets, it seems there 
is a small group that stays in the pub after 
a meeting to discuss further actions, to 
compile statements to be distributed in 
the name of “the LSF’ and to make sug¬ 
gestions as to which LSF representative 
should speak at November’s ESF in Paris 
(I was actually one of the people being 
put forward by LSF comrades). A de 
facto leadership, in short, but unelected 
and therefore unaccountable to other 
participants. 

To be fan; the comrades are aware of 
these shortcoming and are beginning to 
discuss them. Some believe that a social 
fomm should only be “a space for dis¬ 
cussion and plurality”, not a body to 
organise activity, and so does not need 
a leadership. When Workers Power pre¬ 
sented a motion at the end. it provoked 
a serious debate - not so much about 
what it said (which totally misjudged the 
nature of the event and tried to commit 
us to fight for a number of named cam¬ 
paigns), but about the nature of the LSF. 


Should it run campaigns? What if some 
organisations involved do not support 
them? Should organisations even be 
allowed to put forward motions or was 
this simply an “attempt by Workers 
Power to hijack our assembly”, as one 
of the organisers put it? 

The most pressing problem, then, is 
undoubtedly that of leadership. Unless 
a structured debate that could clarify 
these and other problems ensues, the 
LSF will exist in a kind of semi-political 
bubble. Most comrades who are cur¬ 
rently part of the leading inner circle re¬ 
ject the idea of a formally elected 
committee. But they need to make a bold 
step forward and recognise that demo¬ 
cratic structures are a crucial necessity. 
The possibility of the ESF coming to 
London next year might be the welcome 
trigger for this development - overdue 
for the ESF as a whole. 

London bid 

A number of groups and individuals in¬ 
volved in the LSF have called a public 
meeting for October 19 to discuss the bid 
to stage the European Social Fomm in 
London out in the open. This will be the 
first public debate on the subject in Brit¬ 
ain, as up to now negotiations have been 
held behind closed doors. However, 
tilings are not going too smoothly. Judg¬ 
ing by Chris Nineham’s reaction to the 
proposal, we might be in for a tough 
fight. The involvement in the LSF of 
Bernard Cassen, founder of the French 
soft lobby group, Attac, could also prove 
less than helpful. 

During the LSF launch, the possibil¬ 
ity of the ESF coming to London was 
raised over and over again. Most peo¬ 
ple had either heal'd rumours about the 
bid or read about it in the Weekly Worker 
and naturally felt curious as to what is 
really going on. So the LSF organisers 
invited people to another meeting the fol¬ 
lowing day, which would specifically dis¬ 
cuss the bid. 

Around 20 people turned up, includ¬ 
ing Christophe Ventura from Attac 
France and Panayotis Yulis from the 
Greek Social Forum. Most comrades 
agreed that in general we would be in 
favour of the bid, as it presents a great 
opportunity for smaller organisations 
and social forums to develop and for the 
left to come together and make an impact 
on British politics. However, everybody 
criticised the secretive nature of the proc¬ 
ess, stressed the need for it to be opened 


up immediately and agreed that we will 
have to fight hard to make it an inclusive 
and transparent process. The public 
meeting on October 19, to which all or¬ 
ganisations involved will be invited, was 
seen as a way to start this democratisa- 
tion. 

Christophe Ventura then presented a 
discussion paper that, he assured us, 
“had not been drafted by Bernard Cas¬ 
sen”. However, a few of us had been 
present at a dinner with Cassen two days 
before, at which he had explicitly an¬ 
nounced that he would write such a 
paper. The bad English was another big 
giveaway. So comrades went on to call 
the draft the “Not the Cassen paper”, to 
the mild annoyance of comrade Chris¬ 
tophe, who finally admitted that Cassen 
might have been one of the people who 
sat together to draw it up. 

The paper itself is quite harmless (if 
badly translated) and mentions some of 
the concerns that comrades have been 
discussing during the LSF launch: “... 
the LSF welcomes the principle of hold¬ 
ing the ESF in London in 2004, but only 
insofar as the conditions of represent- 
ability and pluralism of its organising 
committee, and of democracy and trans¬ 
parency of its functioning, are effectively 
met. Post experience, when hegemonic 
and anti-democratic methods of small 
group, itself just a facade of a political 
party, leads us to think that everything 
remains to be built in this field.” 

One might wonder why Cassen 
should take such a keen interest in the 
LSF and even sit up in the middle of the 
night drawing up discussion papers for 
us. To understand what is really going 
on. it is necessary to look at it from the 
European perspective. Attac is one of 
the biggest leftish organisation in 
France, with over 60,000 members. It was 
set up by a number of university profes¬ 
sors and intellectuals like Cassen on the 
one hand and the Ligue Communiste 
Revolutionnaire on the other. Since then, 
the Communist Party of France and 
other groups have joined. Although the 
unity around Attac is starting to fray a 
little, the comrades are still at one in then 
desire to scale back tire ESF (see Weekly 
Worker October 2). 

Then motives are anything but clear. 
What is cleai' though is that Cassen is 
concerned about the influence of revo¬ 
lutionary organisations within the ESF. 
Repeatedly, comrades from France have 
put forward rightwing motions (for ex¬ 
ample, calling on the United Nations to 
intervene in Iraq) and have been at the 
forefront of those wanting to prevent 
political parties openly participating. At 
this year’s ESF in November, it could be 
that political parties might no longer be 
allowed to organise workshops - the 
only events they have been permitted 
to stage up to now. 

Cassen certainly has no great love for 
the SWP and is quite vocal in his criti¬ 
cisms of their undemocratic and sectar¬ 
ian behaviour - although this is slightly 
hypocritical, as the French organising 
committee has been behaving in a simi¬ 
larly bureaucratic way. 

Additionally, Cassen is certainly un¬ 
happy about the absence of any func¬ 
tioning Attac branch in Britain, where his 


co-thinkers have so far attracted no 
more than 10 people. His way of trying 
to get a foot in the door in Britain and 
simultaneously hitting back at the SWP 
is by influencing people in the LSF. And 
so far. unfortunately, he has had some 
success. He has been one of the main 
advocates of its current undemocratic 
structurelessness, which in turn allows 
him to sway the key organisers at infor¬ 
mal dinners, rather than having to put his 
ideas forward openly. He has been in¬ 
strumental in putting the LSF on an ex¬ 
plicitly anti-SWP course - leading LSF 
organisers are sometimes unable to con¬ 
ceal then hatred of Chris Nineham and 
co. Needless to say, this often proves to 
be entirely counterproductive, since 
comrade Nineham and his GR comrades 
return the feeling with equal intensity. 

SWP control 

At a meeting on October 6 to discuss 
some vacant spaces for British speak¬ 
ers at the ESF, attention quickly turned 
once more to the London bid. A wide 
range of comrades voiced criticism of the 
behind-the-scenes negotiations. “It 
seems that comrades from GR are pick¬ 
ing which of their favourite organisa¬ 
tions they want to be on board,” said 
Stuart Hodkinson of Red Pepper. “This 
looks like a very undemocratic process 
indeed.”. Resistance supporter Toby 
Abse agreed: “We cannot have a rep¬ 
etition of the Stop the War Coalition, 
where the executive was all set up in 
advance and political groups who disa¬ 
greed with the SWP’s positions were 
kept out,” he said, referring of course to 
the exclusion of the CPGB and the AWL. 

Comrade Nineham at first gritted his 
teeth, but eventually succumbed to un¬ 
controlled anger. “Of course there will be 
public meetings,”, he snapped. “I don’t 
know when, because we have to talk to 
the big players involved, but I assure 
you that nobody has to fear being ex¬ 
cluded. But,” he added, “there is a temp¬ 
tation to call a public meeting and then 
think this is democracy.” Perhaps that is 
why he refused to answer my request to 
commit himself to attending the October 
19 meeting: “I really do not drink drat the 
LSF can just go ahead, call a meeting and 
expect organisations to nmr up. I really 
doubt if we can take the LSF seriously.” 

Comrade Nineham concluded with a 
warning: “If you behave again like you 
did on August 31. you are not going to 
be a player -1 can tell you that.” He was 
referring to an assembly meeting of the 
English ESF mobilisation, where some 
comrades, including LSF supporters, 
had the temerity to challenge the SWP 
over its proposals for selecting ESF 
speakers (see Weekly Worker Septem¬ 
ber 4). 

“We might want to have air LSF rep¬ 
resentative on the executive,” he went 
on - “if you show proper commitment to 
the bid.” This only served to make ex¬ 
plicit what many have feared - ie, that tire 
SWP would take all the real decisions on 
the executive’s composition as a fait ac¬ 
compli that would be voted through at 
a public meeting at some later stage. 

The comrades are actually skating on 
very thin ice, however. Not only might 
some of tire so-called “big players” be 
put off by SWP control-freakery that is 
too obvious. There is also the real dan¬ 
ger that the bid might still fall through, if 
a small minority at the next ESF assem¬ 
bly meeting on November 10 in Paris 
decide to bloc with Attac rather than give 
a free hand to air organisation that is not 
held in the highest esteem (as we are 
operating on a ‘consensus’ principle, 
even one person could theoretically veto 
any decision). The French committee 
has been keen to ensure that a decision 
on the frequency of the ESF should be 
taken before the location of the next one 
is chosen. If they succeed in their at¬ 
tempt at postponing things until 2005, 
another country might be persuaded to 
put in a bid. 

On a positive note, however, there are 
a wide range of groups and individuals 
united around a fight for the ESF to come 
to London in 2004 - on the basis of de¬ 
mocracy, opeimess and transparency • 
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Communist 
Party books 



■ Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve 
those in the workers’ movement who had no interest in revolu¬ 
tion, those who preferred compromise with capitalism rather than 
its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter 
Taaffe’s group and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting 
a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR 
from Stalin’s monocratic dictatorshup to the twists and turns of 
Gorbachev’s perestroika and Yeltsin’s counter-coup. Through¬ 
out there is a stress on the necessity of democracy. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ in the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. 
Particular attention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism 
and their strategy for revolution. Vital for Socialist Alliance ac¬ 
tivists. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and central¬ 
ism? Jack Conrad explores this thorny issue in his historically 
significant argument against a disgruntled minority who deserted 
the CPGB in 1992. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory govern¬ 
ment’s 1992 coal review. The case is made for working class self¬ 
activity and socialism. Arthur Scargill famously disowned it. 

£1.00/€1.50 

■ Towards a Socialist Alliance party 

Jack Conrad’s book argues for the Socialist Alliance to move to 
a higher organisational and political stage. Drawing on an ex¬ 
tensive study of history, this work presents the ways and means 
of arriving at that end. 

£7.00/€ll 

Buy all 6 books for £23/€36 and save £8.80/€l4 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 
Please send me a copy of: 

Which road? □ 

From October to August □ 

In the enemy camp □ 

Problems of communist organisation □ 

A plan for miners □ 

Towards a Socialist Alliance party □ 

I enclose a cheque, payable to CPGB, for 
£/€_ 

Name_ 


Address 


Email 


Please return to CPGB address 


Alan Thomett’s 


H ow can working class organisation 
be revived? Can the left take ad¬ 
vantage of the possibilities thrown 
up by the huge movement against 
the US-UK war on Iraq by drawing its best 
elements into a powerful, new socialist force? 
And what role can the Socialist Alliance play 
in such a development? 

These are questions that deserve a serious 
response, beginning with a sober, objective 
analysis of the situation we actually face and 
a realistic assessment of the state of the work¬ 
ers’ and progressive movement. Unfortu¬ 
nately, though, S A national executive member 
Alan Thomett does not pass this first, basic 
test in his eminently well-meaning pamphlet. 
In my opinion he not only overestimates the 
combat-readiness of the working class and 
the potential of the so-called ‘anti-capitalist 
movement’, but also exaggerates the health, 
success and prospects of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance in its current state. 

We are told: “The situation today is in 
sharp contrast with the difficult period of the 
early 1990s, when the workers’ movement 
was forced into sharp retreat” (p2). Presum¬ 
ably comrade Thomett is referring to the bour¬ 
geois triumphalism that followed the collapse 
of the Soviet Union and the destruction in 
the perception of millions of workers the pos¬ 
sibility of some kind of emancipatory alter¬ 
native. In Britain, of course, our class was 
already on the retreat following the defeat of 
the miners’ Great Strike at the hands of Mar¬ 
garet Thatcher in 1985. 

But for comrade Thornett the “difficult 
period” has been left behind. Things began 
to change with the “mass strikes in France 
at the end of 1995” - although the fact that 
in Britain, despite some welcome signs of 
renewed union militancy, strikes remain few 
and far between is not allowed to interfere 
with his optimistic conclusion. What is 
more, this new challenge provided by 
a working class willingness to 
fight was, in comrade Thomett’s 
view, “boosted further by the 
emergence of the anti-glo- 
balisation movement in 
Seattle in the USA in 1999” 

(p3). 

This “crucially important 
new movement” had such 
an impact that comrade 
Thornett believes it is re¬ 
garded with trepidation in 
ruling circles. For “Septem¬ 
ber 11 2001 gave the Ameri¬ 
can Republican right the 
chance they had been waiting for 
to strike back at these develop¬ 
ments” (ibid). The ‘war against ter¬ 
ror’ and the ‘project for a new 
American century’ are directed not 
at ‘rogue states’ which refuse to bow 
before US hegemony, but at the dis¬ 
parate and confused ‘anti-capitalist 
movement’. In reality ‘the war 
against terrorism’ is 
the new 


Alan Thomett Building a socialist 
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anti-communism. It is primarily designed to 
discipline the whole working class. 

Leaving aside his one-sided view of the 
world, comrade Thomett does anive at some¬ 
thing like a correct conclusion: “The political 
fallout from all this [the anti-war movement] 
is now clear. It has created a political radicali- 
sation to the left and an anti-imperialist sen¬ 
timent which can shape the future of the left 
for the next period. It opens up a new situa¬ 
tion, and a new opportunity for all those who 
want to challenge New Labour and build a 
socialist alternative to it. We must not miss 

it” (p4). 

Sycophantic 

Quite right. We should give a lead that is both 
bold and crystal clear. Anything that gets in 
the way of unity and the struggle to create a 
new workers’ party must be fearlessly criti¬ 
cised. That certainly means undeviatingly 
defending the SA’s founding principles of 
toleration and inclusivity and promoting it as 
a fighting alternative on every possible oc¬ 
casion. 

Yet, as readers will know, Alan Thomett is 
a leader of the International Socialist Group, 
the closest and most sycophantic ally of the 
SA’s largest component, the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party The SWP, as the dominant force in 
the Stop the War Coalition, shamefully kept 
socialism, and in particular the S A, off STWC 
platforms. Nevertheless, true to form, com¬ 
rade Thomett refers to the STWC as a “well 
led coalition” (p3). In my 
view it can be 
described in 
that way 
only if 



you consider its job was exclusively one of 
mobilising the largest possible numbers at the 
expense of politics - the winning politics of 
the working class. 

In spite of this glaring absence, “The left 
itself has been strengthened as a result of its 
leadership of the highly successful, mass anti¬ 
war campaign,” he claims (p4). And it is the 
SA that is especially “well placed” - even 
though to all intents and purposes it was in 
reality shut down for the duration (p5). 

In what way has the left been “strength¬ 
ened”? Have our organisations been flooded 
with thousands of new recruits? Have the 
sales and influence of our publications tripled 
or quadrupled? Have the votes for socialist 
candidates seen such an increase that we are 
on the verge of a real electoral breakthrough? 

Unfortunately for comrade Thomett, this 
pamphlet was published before the Septem¬ 
ber 18 Brent East by-election, where, despite 
an enthusiastic campaign and a fine candi¬ 
date, the SA polled a dismal 1.73%. It was the 
Liberal Democrats who took the seat with a 
massive swing from Labour. It was they who 
benefited from the anti-war sentiment as the 
big electoral winners - even though they 
switched to support for ‘our boys’ once the 
invasion actually began. It was Charles Ken¬ 
nedy who had been given a platform in Hyde 
Park, courtesy of the SWP, and it was the Lib 
Dems who registered in the minds of the mil¬ 
lions, not the virtually invisible SA. 

Brent East stands as an ironic, yet eloquent 
refutation of comrade Thomett’s thesis. He 
declares that May’s local elections, which 
saw the victory of Michael Lavalette in Pres¬ 
ton and “several results of around 20%” for 
the SA, “were a confirmation of the radicali- 
sation which is taking place” (p5). Comrade 
Thomett conveniently forgets to mention the 
fact that, despite these excellent results, and 
despite the fact that in most wards electors 
had three votes and so could afford to spare 
us one, our average return was only around 
five percent. But no doubt that - and Brent 
East - can be explained by his claim that this 
“radicalisation” is “only partially reflecting 
itself in a socialist vote in elections” (my em¬ 
phasis ibid). 

Perhaps the most breathtakingly absurd 
(not to mention disingenuous) paragraph in 
the whole pamphlet is the following: “Unlike 
traditional parties we don’t just appear at elec¬ 
tion time. We have been involved in cam¬ 
paigns to stop the sell-off of council houses. 
We have fought against the war on asylum- 
seekers. We held the biggest rank and file 
trade union conference seen for many years 
last year on the issue of the trade union po¬ 
litical fund. Most of all we have been centrally 
involved in opposing Bush and Blair’s drive 
to war since September 11. Members of the 
Socialist Alliance have been central to the 
building and leadership of the Stop the 
War Coalition” (p25). 

Comrade Thomett is 
attempting to deny 
what every- 
o d y 
knows 
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diplomatic silence 



to be true. His first sentence is a lie: the So¬ 
cialist Alliance does “just appear at election 
time”. Between elections the SA is routinely 
run down, neglected and in many areas vir¬ 
tually ceases to exist. Yes, “ members of the 
Socialist Alliance” have been involved in all 
the campaigns he mentions, but almost in¬ 
variably wearing other ‘united front’ hats. The 
trade union conference (held more than 18 
months ago!) is the exception that proves the 
rule - the only example he mentions where S A 
members were acting as SA members. 

And after Brent East it seems that even 
contesting elections is too bold a step for the 
alliance. As we reported last week, the SWP’s 
John Rees stepped in to ensure that the demo¬ 
cratically agreed decision of Lewisham SA 
to contest a council by-election was bureau¬ 
cratically overturned. Comrade Thornett 
spent a good deal of energy at the Septem¬ 
ber 27 demonstration against the occupation 
of Iraq and Palestine trying to persuade CPGB 
comrades that we should not publicise this 
embarrassing fact. Fortunately his fellow 
Resistance supporter, Toby Abse of Lewi¬ 
sham SA, took a rather different view and 
decided to publish the whole story (see 
Weekly Worker October 2). 

Clearly comrade Thornett, along with his 
SWP masters, is more concerned at showing 
the S A in a flattering light - irrespective of the 
truth - to potential partners in a new electoral 
coalition, a future “radical left alliance” (p9). 
In comrade Thomett’s view such a coalition 
would aim to stand “a socialist candidate in 
every constituency” in the next general elec¬ 
tion (ibid). A worthy aim, but should we not 
be starting to prepare for such a massive in¬ 
tervention by contesting elections as widely 
as possible in the here and now? 

It would be unfair to claim that comrade 
Thornett agrees with the SWP on every is¬ 
sue. He does not. But his guiding political 
method is not open, honest polemic and the 
clash of opinions. It consists of fawning be¬ 
fore those perceived to be powerful and 
avoiding upsetting them by maintaining a 
diplomatic silence. For example, there is no 
mention in this pamphlet of the possibility of 
S A participation in an electoral bloc with non- 
socialist candidates, along the lines of the 
SWP’s aborted ‘peace and justice’ initiative. 
As with the Lewisham debacle, he clearly 
prefers not talk about such matters. 

He permits himself one area of disagreement 
with the SWP - the electoral base of the British 
National Party. Comrade Thornett mentions in 
passing that one of the reasons for establish¬ 
ing a socialist alternative is the need to stop 


the BNP “picking up working class votes by 
default” (p7). Of course, the SWP is so ada¬ 
mant that the BNP is not attracting “working 
class votes” that it insisted on deleting all 
mention of such a possibility from an anti-fas¬ 
cist motion at our May annual conference. 

But comrade Thomett’s commitment to 
diplomatic silence spoils every good inten¬ 
tion. Take the ‘p’ word. While in formal terms 
the ISG is committed to a working class party 
- indeed comrade Thornett himself has previ¬ 
ously written of the possibility of a Socialist 
Alliance party - he foregoes all mention of 
this in deference to SWP sensibilities. Thus 
the nature of the new socialist “coalition” we 
are supposed to be aiming for is left deliber¬ 
ately vague, and therefore is useless and dis¬ 
honest to boot. Hence his ISG even voted 
against our composite motion that the SA 
should set itself the aim of a workers’ party at 
the May conference. This may get comrade 
Thornett a pat on the head from the SWP and 
a place on the SA’s inner core, the task force, 
but it does nothing to bring about clarity or 
give a clear sense of direction. 

Transform 

How much more powerful this pamphlet 
would have been if comrade Thornett had been 
in the position to declare that the Socialist Al¬ 
liance would transform itself into an inclusive, 
democratic party with an invitation to all so¬ 
cialists to join us. What a message such a con¬ 
fident and inspiring declaration would send out 
to those who for the moment only look at us 
with indifference or even disdain. 

Comrade Thornett has argued himself into 
the position where such an outcome in Brit¬ 
ain cannot even be hinted at - yet, ironically, 
it is openly proclaimed for the continent of 
Europe! In the section headed ‘European di¬ 
mension’ he writes: “The task now is to build 
anti-capitalist parties around the socialist 
sector of the no-global movement and the 
anti-war movement” (my emphasis, p24). He 
even informs us that “Discussions are being 
held on the need for a European-wide anti¬ 
capitalist party or anti-capitalist slate for the 
2004 European elections” (my emphasis, p6). 

This is perfectly correct and desirable, of 
course (although one must ask him why in 
that case he supports a British withdrawal 
from the EU). But perhaps comrade Thornett 
is suggesting that, while we should all belong 
to a single European party, we should remain 
organisationally separate when it comes to 
domestic politics? 

What sort of politics should the proposed 
new coalition (for Britain) stand on? Well, the 


Socialist Alliance does not “want a return to 
‘old Labour’, if it means the Labour Party of 
Harold Wilson or James Callaghan, let alone 
Ramsay MacDonald ... [Wjelfarism, redistri¬ 
bution and so on ... are not an adequate ba¬ 
sis for a politically viable alternative. Any new 
party or alliance has to be anti-imperialist, anti¬ 
racist, consistently in defence of democratic 
rights and in support of the struggles of the 
working class” (pplO-11). 

This formulation raises more questions than 
it answers. Perhaps if ‘old Labour’ means the 
Labour Party of Clem Attlee or Tony Benn, that 
would be acceptable? Perhaps if it combined 
“welfarism” and “redistribution” with anti-im¬ 
perialism, anti-racism, “defence of democratic 
rights” and support for “the struggles of the 
working class”, that would do the trick? It 
seems so, but, in the absence of an underlying 
politics of revolutionary democracy, it sounds 
like the Labour left all over again to me. 

Comrade Thornett goes to great lengths 
to explain why “reclaiming [the Labour Party] 
for the left will prove a futile task” (p21). Not 
so futile as trying to recreate it outside Labour, 
I would suggest. In fact, at a time when the 
Labour left is undergoing a limited, yet real, 
revival, any attempt to set up a pale imitation 
outside the party’s ranks is about as far from 
a “viable alternative” as it is possible to get. 

Comrade Thornett puts forward no politi¬ 
cal demands that would set us on a path that 
is qualitatively different from the common or 
garden Labour left. He ends the pamphlet by 
proposing, as a basis of discussion for the 
launch of “any new coalition”, a list of 15 points 
taken from People before profit, our 2001 gen¬ 
eral election manifesto. Of these, 10 are trade- 
union-type demands, while the rest - "defend 
asylum-seekers”, “end discrimination”, “save 
the planet”, “stop the onslaught on civil lights” 
and “cancel third world debt” - taken together 
amount to no more than left liberalism. 

Of course, most of these are not only sup¬ 
portable, but essential components of a so¬ 
cialist platform. However, by themselves, a 
socialist platform they are not. They are a plat¬ 
form for the reform of capitalism - one that 
does not even start to challenge the way we 
are ruled. For example, comrade Thornett 
does not appear to have learnt any demo¬ 
cratic lessons from the anti-war upsurge and 
Blair’s response to it. 

He writes: “... despite this revolt, Blair was 
able to deliver the goods to Bush, win a par¬ 
liamentary majority and go to war. This alone 
demonstrates how far removed from its tradi¬ 
tional supporters New Labour has become” 
(p2). Surely it also demonstrates that there is 


Socialist 
Alliance: where 
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a gaping democratic deficit in the UK consti¬ 
tutional monarchy system - a system that al¬ 
lows Blair to ride roughshod over the clearly 
expressed wishes of the majority, using the 
royal prerogative if necessary. 

To the 15 bullet points taken from People 
before profit comrade Thornett wants to add: 
“No to Bush and Blair’s war drive”, “Imperi¬ 
alist troops out of the Gulf’ and “Freedom 
for Palestine” (p26). Agreed, but we also need 
to make demands that would not only pre¬ 
vent our rulers flouting mass sentiment, but 
would begin to provide answers to the mil¬ 
lions who opposed the war, around which 
they could organise and start to realise their 
own power: 

• Abolish the monarchy and House of Lords 

• For annual parliaments arid instantly recal¬ 
lable MPs 

• Democratise the trade unions; every offi¬ 
cial must be subject to election and recall; limit 
the pay of officials to the average of the mem¬ 
bership 

• End all state secrets; end all censorship 

• Abolish the standing army; for a democratic 
people’s militia 

• For a federal republic of England. Scotland 
and Wales 

• For a social European Union 
Democracy is a vital class question and 

victory in the battle for democracy is the es¬ 
sence of socialism and the rule of the work¬ 
ing class majority. Simply latching onto every 
spontaneous protest movement and giving 
a socialist coloration to strikes and radical de¬ 
mands does not add up to a viable strategy. 
It is democracy alone which provides the 
bridge that joins the capitalist present with 
the aim of socialism and communism. 

Of course, comrade Thomett’s pamphlet 
is not without its merits, not least his commit¬ 
ment to “an organisation that values political 
debate and different ideas” (pi7). A pity the 
SA’s dominant bloc does not practise what it 
preaches - remember Beds, remember Binning- 
ham, remember the attempt to oust the Alli¬ 
ance for Workers’ Liberty from the executive, 
remember the physical assault on CPGB mem¬ 
bers at Marxism 2003? 

Comrade Thornett would rather forget • 

Peter Manson 


Building a socialist alternative 

New Socialist Alliance pamphlet, £2 each; discounts for bulk 
orders. From Creative House, 82-90 Queensland Road, Lon¬ 
don N7 7AS; 020-7609 2999; office@socialistalliance.net 
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Drawing the 'class line’ 


A ccording to Martin Thomas of the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, “A 
real campaign for a workers’ party 
should promote the goals of inde¬ 
pendent working class political representa¬ 
tion, a workers’ government, and a working 
class ‘third camp’ in conflicts such as those 
between the USA and various islamic-fun- 
damentalist paleo-imperialists. Like it or not, 
that means taking a stand on the Galloway 
issue” ( Solidarity September 11). 

Put another way, if you do not agree with 
the AWL on the question of imperialism and 
the ‘third camp’ - and hence on the “Gallo¬ 
way issue” - you do not really stand for inde¬ 
pendent class politics. 

This formula is ultimatistic: ‘Agree with us, 
or you're really scabs. ’ In terms of its implica¬ 
tions, these are the same as those of Work¬ 
ers Power’s ultimatum to the Socialist Alliance 
July national council. The effect is to deny 
that there are tasks of persuasion in relation 
to what the AWL comrades call the “fake left”. 
The AWL has debated out its position on 
imperialism back in the 1980s; it no longer 
needs to explain and argue it in relation to 
other leftists who disagree, because these left¬ 
ists are either scabs or (in the case of the CPGB) 
lunatics. 

The tragedy of this approach is that it is 
possible that the AWL is right on the strate¬ 
gic question involved: ie, that strategies built 
on the Leninist theory of imperialism lead only 
to Stalinism and that a fully independent 
class politics will therefore involve ‘third 
campism’. But rather than actually arguing 
out this position and directly debating the 
theoretical issues, the AWL ‘draws the class 
line’ on shorthand slogans which result from 
their conclusions - Zionism, Galloway, etc - 
to make a wall between their own ‘true Marx¬ 
ism’ and the rest of the “fake” left. The argu¬ 
ment is hived off into the theoretical journal 
Workers’ Liberty (Vol 2, issue 3) and even 
there it is indirect, allusive and addressed to 
‘soft targets’. 

The large majority of the people who think 
they stand for independent class politics 
worldwide accept some - usually dilute - ver¬ 
sion of VI Lenin's theory of imperialism ( Im¬ 
perialism, the highest stage of capitalism), 
and its political corollaries, discussed by the 
Communist International at its Second Con¬ 
gress in 1921. These corollaries involve the 
following ideas: 

1. The world economy is hierarchically strati¬ 
fied, with the imperialist metropolises exploit¬ 
ing the colonial and semi-colonial ‘third 
world’. 

2. This hierarchy involves economic defor¬ 
mation and the partial blocking of the road to 
capitalist development in the colonial and 
semi-colonial world. 

3. The ascendancy of the imperialist coun¬ 
tries allows concessions to sections of their 
local working classes, which form the mate¬ 
rial basis of reformism and support to bour¬ 
geois politics in the imperialist countries. 

4. Accordingly, to be a communist (socialist, 
Marxist) in the imperialist countries involves 
rigorous opposition to your own bourgeoi¬ 
sie’s and its state’s political operations in the 
colonial world and outright defeatism in rela¬ 
tion to its military operations against and in 
colonial and semi-colonial countries. 

There are two further corollaries which 
were drawn out in the Comintern’s discus¬ 
sion but are not generally accepted on the 
left, being maintained chiefly by the Maoists 
and a section of the Trotskyists (point 5 was 
certainly held by Trotsky). These are: 

5. The world economic hierarchy means that 
the colonial and semi-colonial countries are 
subject to national subordination to the im¬ 
perialist countries. This national subordina¬ 
tion means at least that the workers’ party in 
colonial countries should be ‘defencist’ or 
‘victoryist’ in relation to national struggles 
and open wars between the imperialists and 
the colonial/semi-colonial country in ques¬ 
tion, and possibly may enter into an ‘anti¬ 
imperialist united front’ with nationalists. 

6. The ‘Russian path’ - that is, a peasant revo¬ 
lution under the leadership of a proletarian 
party - can lead ‘backward’ countries to by¬ 


pass capitalist development and begin to 
build socialism. This idea gave rise to a com¬ 
plicated debate between Trotsky’s ‘perma¬ 
nent revolution’, which saw such 
developments as leading to a domino effect 
in the imperialist countries, opening the way 
to international cooperative planning, and the 
‘Bukharinite’ (mixed economy) and 
‘Zinovievite’ 

(forced collec- 
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tivisation and voluntarism) variants of the 
theory of socialism in a single country. It is 
not necessary to discuss this further here, be¬ 
cause if the AWL is right on the question of 
imperialism, it follows that Lenin and hence 
all tendencies in the CPSU and Comintern in 
the 1920s were radically off the mark on glo¬ 
bal strategy. 

If you hold points 5 and 6. which are posi¬ 
tions explicitly defended by Lenin in 1920- 
21, there can be nothing unprincipled in ad 
hoc collaboration with bourgeois national¬ 
ists. On the variant Stalinist positions, quite 
prolonged collaboration may also be legiti¬ 
mate. Moscow continued to maintain 

I llations, going well beyond peace- 
istence, with the Turkish nation- 
even after they massacred the 
sh communists. Even Trotsky did 
ccuse the Comintern leadership 
etrayal by forming a bloc with the 
omintang, but of political stupid- 
in mixing the political banners, 
ying down the need for class in- 
endence within this bloc and re- 
ving Menshevism by failing to 
levelop an independent class 
strategy towards the peasantry. 
This is not to say that such a tac¬ 
tic is right. The point is that if 
Galloway is a social-fascist on 
Hint of his links with various un- 
■y bourgeois nationalist regimes, 
o were Lenin and Trotsky. Cer- 
is the CPB -Morning Star, which 
erial links to the Chinese and Cu- 
mes and serves as their ideologi- 
sentative. And, since then politics 
uch relations, so is everyone else 
es not agree with the AWL. 

)ther words, AWL comrades 
should cut the crap. The abusive language 
towards leftists who hold the Comintern po¬ 
sitions on imperialism, and towards Galloway, 
is of secondary importance: excessive vio¬ 
lence of polemics is a commonplace in the 
movement. The underlying question is 
whether rejection of the Comintern positions 
on imperialism, and hence the AWL's version 
of the 'third camp’ line, is actually essential 
to class independence. 

If it is, AWL comrades cannot legitimately 
pursue a united front policy, let alone a re¬ 
groupment policy, towards people who hold 
Comintemist positions. You have no more in 


John Sullivan 

Committed Marxist 



R eaders of the Weekly Worker will 
be sad to hear that John Sullivan, a 
long-time socialist closely associ¬ 
ated with the journal Revolutionary 
History, died last week in Spain, appar¬ 
ently of a heart attack. 

Originally from Scotland, John had 
been active on the left for decades, at 
various times in the Socialist Labour 
League, in the libertarian-socialist group¬ 
ing Solidarity, from which he led a small 
grouping into the International Socialists 
in the late 1960s and later its trade-union- 
centred split, the Workers League. Latterly 
he was a non-aligned socialist active within 
the broad milieu of the Labour left. 
Although he always regarded himself as a 
serious and committed Marxist and 
continued to engage with the serious left, 
he never found an organisation he was 
able to support wholeheartedly. A few 
months before his death he attended 
Communist University Wales, just across 
the channel in Cardiff from his home in 
Bristol. 

In his later years, he wrote a consider¬ 
able amount on historical and political 
questions relating to the Spanish working 
class movement, where he had personal/ 
family connections. He was the author of a 


number of studies of key aspects of 
socialist politics in the Hispanic-dominated 
section of the world, including Spanish¬ 
speaking Latin America, and the national 
question, particularly regarding the 
Basque country. He was involved in 
translatingSpanish-language material for 
Revolutionary History, which has pub¬ 
lished a considerable amount of previ¬ 
ously inaccessible material, especially in 
relation to the Spanish Civil War. 

He was also the pseudonymous author 
of quite a legendary piece of satire on the 
British left, published in a variety of 
formats, including as a pamphlet titled As 
soon as this pub closes. 

This series of humorous sketches of 
the various tendencies is extremely witty 
and very sharp - not in the sense of vulgar 
mockery, but rather in using elements of 
Marxist insight to highlight the often 
absurd antics and contradictions that 
marred leftwing politics in the 1980s, 
when it was written (and unfortunately still 
do today). 

John’s death is a painful loss for his 
family, his friends and all his comrades. A 
memorial meeting will be held in the new 
year* 

Ian Donovan 


common with the Socialist Party than you 
have with the Socialist Workers Party. Your 
strategic orientation in Britain should be a 
united front orientation towards the old La¬ 
bour right - Kaufman, Hattersley and so on, 
and their supporters in the trade unions. It is 
they who represent the ‘actual class move¬ 
ment’ at present submerged under Blairism, 
as opposed to the Comintemists/anti-impe- 
rialists, who represent, directly or indirectly, 
Stalinist and ‘third world’ dictatorships over 
the proletariat. 

If it is not, the problem facing AWL com¬ 
rades is to persuade the majority of the left 
wing of the broad workers’ vanguard that their 
strategic line on imperialism and world poli¬ 
tics is false. There is only one possible instru¬ 
ment for this task: unity in action on points of 
agreement; direct argument and polemic on 
points of disagreement. 

Setting up your own little No Sweat front 
to try and recruit a few newly radicalising 
militants does not hack it: the SWP will pick 
up more through Globalise Resistance and 
so on, and at the end of the day the relation¬ 
ship of forces will be the same. Exactly the 
same is true if you shift back to Labour Party 
work: you will always be in the shadow of 
Socialist Appeal and even (probably) of 
Briefing. 

But these possible turns to fresh fields and 
pastures new are the paths pointed by the 
AWL’s ultimatistic approach to the conditions 
for common action. 

Look at the recent history. The CPGB pro¬ 
posed to the AWL a joint unofficial Socialist 
Alliance paper, aiming to regroup broader 
forces in the Socialist Alliance, with the aim 
of developing the alliance as a whole. The 
initial response of the AWL was to 
counterpose bilateral discussions between 
the AWL and CPGB. Then Sean Matgamna 
first wrote a polemic accusing the CPGB of 
having incompletely broken with Stalinism 
(which turned out to mean ‘does not yet fully 
agree with the AWL’s version of third- 
campism’), then we had the ridiculous Leeds 
affair, which was supposed to exemplify the 
CPGB’s ‘Stalinism’. Agreementwith the AWL 
on the third camp question is to be a pre¬ 
condition for more than purely episodic 
common action. 

At the SA annual conference in May, con¬ 
siderably broader forces within the alliance 
were regrouped round the question of a cam¬ 
paign for a workers’ party: ie, class orienta¬ 
tion. The AWL polarised the post-AGM 
meeting of this current around ... Galloway; 
and immediately proceeded to launch its own 
platform in the Socialist Alliance - claiming it 
was broad, but including the AWL’s positions 
on the third camp and Galloway. Agreement 
with the AWL on the third camp question is 
to be a precondition for more than purely 
episodic common action. 

Most recently we have Martin Thomas’s 
insistence, in the article quoted at the outset, 
that, “If defining positive politics divides the 
anti-SWP forces, so be it. To make anti-SWP 
unity the prime principle of politics is sectar¬ 
ian in the true sense of the word ... An organ¬ 
ised political force cannot opt out. Either it 
helps promote Galloway as the new icon of 
the left (with this or that delicate reservation), 
or it explains openly why that is wrong. Only 
the second course is compatible with any sort 
of genuine workers’ party.” Agreement with 
the AWL on the third camp question is to be 
a precondition for more than purely epi¬ 
sodic common action. 

The vituperative epithets of the polemics 
are thus merely there to legitimise the under¬ 
lying ultimatum: accept our position on the 
third camp, or we won’t really work with you 
at all. This line leads out of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance, out of any conceivable successor, and 
out of any conceivable united organised left 
in the Labour Party. Unless you find your way 
to the traditional Labour right, it is genuinely 
to set up the AWL as the bearers of the one 
true faith: that is, as a sect. 

AWL comrades need to think very seri¬ 
ously about whether this is the path they wish 
to take • 

Mike Macnair 
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TURKEY 


Into the Iraq quagmire 


O n October 9 the Grand National 
Assembly (GNA), or parliament, 
voted to commit Turkish troops to 
Iraq for a period of one year under 
the command of US generals. The number of 
troops to be committed and the area where 
they will be stationed will be decided later. 

This decision reverses the defeat of a simi¬ 
lar bill on March 1, when the government’s 
plans to join the war against Iraq were 
thwarted - and relations with the USA entered 
a rough patch as a result. 

The speed with which the war was con¬ 
cluded and the alleged low casualty figures 
(that is, if you only count US and UK fatali¬ 
ties) emboldened those who were in favour 
of joining the allied forces. They bemoaned 
the fact that Turkey (read Turkish finance 
capital) had lost out on the generous Ameri¬ 
can aid that was there for the taking; that 
Turkey had no chance of a share of the loot 
in the shape of juicy contracts for the post¬ 
war reconstruction of Iraq; and that Turkey 
had lost a golden opportunity to fulfil its im¬ 
perialistic aspirations towards Mosul and 
Kirkuk, and the adjacent oilfields, under the 
guise of ‘border security’. 

The Bush administration did indeed decide 
to punish Turkey. When the GNA prevented 
the government fulfilling its promise to the 
US in March, months of military planning 
went out of the window. One of the three main 
assault forces, earmarked for an attack on 
Baghdad from the north, over the Turkish 
border, was left stranded on ships already in 
the eastern Meditenanean and Red Sea while 
the war was being waged. Consequently the 
assault from the south was bogged down for 
a while too. 

The Turkish government allowed the US 
to use its air space for military purposes (with¬ 
out seeking authority from the GNA), but this 
hardly compensated for the American inabil¬ 
ity to launch a land invasion from the north. 
As a result Turkey was kept out of the nego¬ 
tiations on the future of Kurdistan. Before the 
war a major unit of the Turkish army was 
poised to strike deep into Iraq. It was the larg¬ 
est force in the area, but it was not allowed to 
move one inch from its positions on the bor¬ 
der. The Americans made it very clear that 
they would not countenance Turkish army 
operations in Iraqi Kurdistan. 

The US forces did not think twice about 
detaining the so-called liaison officers of the 
Turkish special forces operating in the Kirkuk 
and Mosul area, and they were photo¬ 
graphed being interrogated with sacks over 
their heads. The humiliation of these crack 
troops caused indignation in the Turkish 
military and among the jingoistic press, but 
the politicians, fully aware of their limited 
options, tried to play down the incident. 

The government was adamant that it must 
join the occupation. After the war, when the 
US asked for troops to help quell the internal 
resistance, its initial position was to wait for 
the UN decision on the formation of an inter¬ 
national force. When that hope floundered, 
they reluctantly agreed to go in with the USA 
without any UN mandate. 

Their reward was an agreement by the US 
to provide $8.5 billion of credit - on condition 
that Turkey did not intervene unilaterally in 
Iraqi Kurdistan, and sent its troops into the 
area designated for them by the US command. 
The concession Turkey got in return was a 
promise from the US forces to impede the free¬ 
dom of action of the Kurdish guerrillas and 
allow Turkey to establish a land supply route 
to its troops that look set to be stationed in 
an area north west of Baghdad. Inevitably 
such a land route, passing through many criti¬ 
cal cities and junctions, would give Turkey 
plenty of scope to meddle in the affairs of 
Kurdistan. 

However, since the stability of post-war 
Iraq is far from clear and both Bush and Blair 
seem in trouble domestically, some in Turkey 
started to have second thoughts. Suddenly 
even the Association of Turkish Industrial¬ 
ists and Businessmen - the main driving force 
for the campaign to join in the war during the 
winter - begun to express doubts about send¬ 
ing troops in now without a UN mandate. A 



leading representative of finance capital in 
Turkey has openly warned against “march¬ 
ing into the quagmire” without UN backing. 

Papering over the cracks 

The defeat of the government in the GNA in 
March provoked yet another crisis in Tur¬ 
key’s internal politics, causing tremors along 
the well established fault lines within the 
state. 

Turkish finance capital is unable to make 
die working class and petty bourgeoisie sub¬ 
mit to its interests, which usually dovetail with 
those of international finance capital and are 
therefore alien to the ‘national interest’. Fur¬ 
thermore finance capital is more often than 
not unable to persuade non-monopoly sec¬ 
tions of the Turkish bourgeoisie to agree to 
its own requirements. 

These contradictions help explain why we 
call Turkey the weak link of imperialism. They 
help explain why democracy can only be tem¬ 
porary in Turkey and crisis is the norm - a 
situation which tends towards either a revo¬ 
lutionary situation or severe repression by 
tiie military. 

The government is trying to milk its good 
fortune to the last drop. It is able to please 
die military by allowing the aimed forces to 
become embroiled in a foreign venture. It 
hopes such involvement will give it greater 
scope in domestic politics - not least the pos¬ 
sibility of clearing away the rubble blocking 
the road to membership of the European 
Union. However, the cracks are opening wider 
and wider. 

Military dissatisfaction with the state of do¬ 
mestic politics is evident. In early summer 
rumours circulated in Ankara that young of¬ 
ficers were unhappy with the government. 
Such stories have often been put about in 
order to serve as a warning shot in order to 
secure compliance. This time die top army 
brass did their best to call a halt to the ru¬ 
mours, but their attacks on political islam and 
dislike of the governing party’s anti-secular 
agenda continue, as do the military’s ominous 
threats against the separatists, especially 
since the Kurds in Iraq now enjoy a freer 
hand. 

Meanwhile, the international agenda of har¬ 
monising Turkish legislation in line with the 
EU acts as another sore point. The govern¬ 
ment is required to clip the powers of the 
military high command which operates 
through the national security council. The 
resulting draft bill was met by an angry cho¬ 
rus. After a bit of horse-trading, the new bill, 
which allegedly reduces the influence of the 
military over state affairs, was voted through. 

During debates over the legislation a strik¬ 
ing feature of the Turkish state came to tight. 


Iraqi Kurds: fear 
Turkish forces 


Turkish 
finance 
capital is 
unable to 
make the 
working 
class and 
petty 

bourgeoisie 
submit to 
its interests 


Apparently secret regulations covering the 
activities of the secretariat of the national 
security council have been in force for two 
decades. This so-called ‘secretariat’ in real¬ 
ity wielded more powers than the prime min¬ 
ister’s office and was assisted by a massive 
independent bureaucracy. Somebody could 
be in breach of these regulations, and sen¬ 
tenced by a state security court to years of 
imprisonment, without actually knowing what 
he/she had breached! 

There followed an alarming meeting of the 
high military council (HMC). It normally 
comes together in late summer to decide on 
the retirement, promotion and disciplining of 
officers. Generals were dualy promoted and 
retired in accordance with the established 
mles and some lower officers were declared 
to be in breach of military regulations because 
they were deemed to be following religious 
orders and were therefore dishonourably dis¬ 
charged. 

During tiie ceremonies following the HMC 
meeting, retiring commanders laid into tiie 
government, together with the religious and 
anti-secular forces concealed behind it. The 
new chiefs of staff stressed their absolute ad¬ 
herence to the founding tenets of the repub¬ 
lic: ie, Turkey’s indivisible ten'itorial integrity, 
secular ‘democracy’ and the rights of extra- 
tenitorial Turkish minorities, including those 
living in Cyprus, Iraq, Greece and other Bal¬ 
kan countries. The inevitable conclusion of 
such speeches is that the military stands 
opposed to the main strategic policies of 
Turkish finance capital. 

Next came tiie government’s attempts to 
overhaul the higher education council (HEC), 
which was established by the military junta 
of 1980, to the chagrin of all democrats. The 
HEC was set up to hold the universities in a 
vice, curtail academic freedom and independ¬ 
ent scientific research, and stamp out student 
political activism. University rectors appealed 
to the top brass, pleading for the retention of 
the sweeping powers bestowed upon them 
by the HEC and threatened by government 
reforms. As a result a further barrage of army 
criticism was fired against the government 
and anti-secularist forces. 

‘Cheating Kurds’ 

In the midst of all this conflict, it suddenly 
became clear that both the government and 
political stability were under threat. Sections 
of the state bureaucracy were even moving 
to undermine the government by using the 
intricacies of restrictive electoral legislation. 

The law governing elections requires po¬ 
litical parties to fulfil a series of very onerous 
requirements. Only then are they allowed to 
participate in elections. It is necessary, for ex¬ 
ample, to prove that your party is organised 
in more titan half of the 81 provinces, and in 
all counties of those provinces. The law goes 
to such lengths as demanding certified cop¬ 
ies of the tenancy agreements or title deeds 
for party premises. 

The main bourgeois parties clear these le¬ 
gal obstacles by hiring ‘professional politi¬ 
cians’ who earn their living by forming party 
branches in small towns and fulfilling all the 
required procedures. However, in Kurdistan, 
which is under permanent emergency rule, 
such an option is not available. So in order to 
take part in the elections, it is essential to find 
ways and means of circumventing tiie restric¬ 
tions. 

The leaders of Dehap - a Kurdish national¬ 
ist party - managed to circumvent them. True, 
to a certain extent it was a case of the authori¬ 
ties turning a blind eye - Dehap’s participa¬ 
tion in the election was likely to counteract 
tiie snowballing support enjoyed by the Jus¬ 
tice and Development Party (AKP). 

But, having weighed up their options, the 
authorities decided to move against Dehap. 
By declaring them “cheating Kurds" they 
tried to besmirch the whole Kurdish move¬ 
ment. Legal proceedings were initiated 
against Dehap’s electoral “fraud” with a view 
to undermining the entire result. 

First, a lower criminal court found Dehap 
leaders guilty of presenting false documents 
to the high council for elections (HCE). Then 


the case came before the appeal court, which 
gave its ruling with uncharacteristic speed. 
After it approved the lower court's verdict, 
this was taken by some as their cue to apply 
to tiie high council for a judgement declaring 
last year’s elections null and void. Some par¬ 
ties called for Dehap’s votes to be discounted 
and results recalculated - which would have 
led to a substantially different distribution of 
seats. 

Opposition politicians hoped such an out¬ 
come would undermine the government. 
However, the HCE resolved by a majority vote 
that the election was final and binding, as they 
had no powers to overturn results once they 
had been declared. 

A sigh of relief was heard from Turkey’s 
finance capital - ‘stability’ was maintained. 

Against sending troops 

The creaking organisations of the Turkish left 
are moving into action, but the slow and 
muddled responses reflect the illusions cre¬ 
ated by the government's defeat last March. 

During the September 1 demonstration to 
mark World Peace Day two joint action groups, 
consisting of left organisations, were fomied 
in opposition to Turkish intervention in Iraq 
- and in opposition to each other. In the end, 
only one of them managed to stage a demon¬ 
stration (the other grouping did not take part). 
To date this disunity still has to be overcome. 
Furthermore the anti-imperialist posturing of 
much of the left bears all the hallmarks of na¬ 
tionalism. 

Many former Maoists are now fervent 
champions of Turkish nationalism. One 
group exposed its true identity when it al¬ 
lowed its youth organisation to organise a 
joint anti-war demonstration with the notori¬ 
ous Grey Wolves of the fascist party. Mean¬ 
while the leaders of so-called Red Apple 
Coalition declared themselves ready to take 
up arms to defend Turkey’s national interest. 
They are opposed to placing Turkish troops 
under the command of US forces, not to send¬ 
ing in the troops per se. 

The Kurdish nationalists did not put a great 
effort into mobilising for tiie September 1 dem¬ 
onstration, even though they formed the larg¬ 
est contingent. Consequently the demonstra¬ 
tion remained relatively small and ineffectual. 
The reason for this unwillingness became 
apparent the next day when Kadek - that is, 
the repackaged PKK - declared that it was 
unilaterally ending the tacit ceasefire which 
had been in force for a couple of years. 

The legal Communist Party (TKP) declared 
its distance from the other left forces on the 
basis of its opposition to nationalism and did 
not join in the demonstrations at all. The party 
continues to ape the TKP of the 70s in at¬ 
tempting to re-establish the Peace Associa¬ 
tion and opted instead to organise a couple 
of small meetings around the issue. 

While the Turkish left is divided and un¬ 
able to prevent the government sending in 
troops, within Iraq itself even those that sup¬ 
ported the US invasion are firmly opposed to 
the presence of Turkish forces. 

The Iraqi Kurdish tribal organisations, 
Barzani’s DKP and Talabani’s PUK, joined 
together to support the interim Iraqi govern¬ 
ment established by the US and have been 
rewarded with important posts, including the 
foreign ministry. They strongly object to any 
presence of Turkish troops, which they see 
as hampering their efforts to obtain greater 
autonomy within Iraq or even independence. 

The shia Iraqis are also against the Turk¬ 
ish troops. For them the presence of a sunni- 
dominated army would bolster the position 
of sunni Arabs. Not to be outdone, the sunni 
Arabs have come out against the Turkish 
army too. The presence of their fomrer mas¬ 
ters, albeit in a new, secular guise, strength¬ 
ens the grip of the imperialists and 
jeopardises Iraqi independence. 

And in Turkey the great majority of work¬ 
ing people are also against sending troops. 
It now falls upon the revolutionary left to 
overcome its divisions in order to defeat 
this latest adventurist turn by a crisis-rid¬ 
den government • 

Aziz Demir 
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Sectarian twists and turns 


I n 2001 the SWP procured the expulsion 
of the International Socialist Organisa¬ 
tion (ISO) from their International Social¬ 
ist Tendency (1ST). Pro-IST militants 
expelled from the ISO set up a new organisa¬ 
tion, Left Turn, which characterised itself as 
a network of activists in the anti-globalisa¬ 
tion movement. Now Left Turn has expelled 
a small pro-IST tendency and asked to be re¬ 
moved from the IST’s lists of sympathising 
groups, forcing Alex Callinicos to write a let¬ 
ter to 1ST organisations to explain the split. 

Comrade Callinicos’s letter is available at 
several sites on the web. most readably at 
http://www.marxsite.com/ 
SWPsplitswith.htm. It is an illuminating self¬ 
expose of the dishonest and manipulative 
approach of the SWP leadership to its co¬ 
workers in its tactical ‘turns’. 


The SWP-IST and its US 
co-thinkers 

The SWP broke with the American ISO after 
a factional battle which was short in real-world 
terms but long in terns of SWP and 1ST fac¬ 
tion-fights, since the ISO was too large and 
too longstanding an 1ST affiliate to be simply 
dumped. The formal charges were pure hy¬ 
pocrisy: the ISO had expelled a small pro- 
SWP tendency for continuing to factionalise 
after the ISO convention (congress/confer¬ 
ence), and had collaborated with a grouping 
which had split the IST’s Greek section, ar¬ 
guing that vote-rigging and other anti-demo- 
cratic practices in the organisation of Greek 
section’s conference made it impossible to 
continue the debate internally. Expelling ‘per¬ 
manent factionalists’ is normal SWP practice; 
collaboration with dissident oppositions is 
the same as the prior approach of the SWP to 
the ISO’s minority. The underlying political 
issue is explained by Callinicos in his letter 
about Left Turn as follows: 

“At the heart of this debate was the ISO 
leadership’s rejection of two propositions 
accepted by the rest of the tendency: (i) the 
Seattle protests marked the emergence of a 
movement against global capitalism and, 
more generally, the beginning of a new phase 
of radicalisation; (ii) revolutionaries should 
accordingly make themselves part of the 
movement, starting not from their disagree¬ 
ments with other activists, but from the much 
larger area of agreement that united the 
entire movement’’ (my emphasis - RC). 

The ISO’s responses, available in pdf for¬ 
mat at www.internationalsocialist.org/ 
publications.html, indicate that they partici¬ 
pated in the concrete mobilisations of the anti¬ 
globalisation movement, but considered it to 
be not yet anti -capitalist as such and insisted 
on defending their own strategic line and, as 
necessary, criticising the politics of anarchist, 
libertarian, etc leaders of the movement. It was 
this failure to present themselves as “the best 
anti-globalisation activists ” which, for the 
SWP leadership, constituted the ISO’s “sec¬ 
tarianism”. 

The SWP leadership thus “encouraged 
[the ex-ISO minority] not simply to form a new 
revolutionary socialist organisation (a new- 
model ISO) but rather to create a looser anti¬ 
capitalist network. Our thinking was that 
through an organic involvement in the new 
movements the comrades (who were already 
active in different networks) could begin to 
crystallise around them a cadre of revolution¬ 
ary activists unscarred by the sectarianism 
of the ISO (US). We took it for granted that 
building such a network was a means to de¬ 
veloping a much more healthy revolutionary 
Marxist organisation in the United States” 
(Callinicos letter). 

It is unsurprising that, with this starting 
point. Left Turn reached the conclusion that 
what is needed - in the present period at least 
- is not a party, but a “network” of anti-glo¬ 
balisation activists. And as a result (surprise, 
surprise!) “there were concerns about the 
internal democracy of Left Turn. The main 
complaint was that control of the magazine 
and over broader decisions (or non-deci¬ 
sions) about the development of the group 
seemed to be in the hands of a few founding 


The SWP has lost its second ‘sister’ group in the US in two years. 
Meanwhile, the ISG’s Alan Thomett has published an article which 
claims to go “beyond the ya-boo approach of the Weekly Worker\ 
Rob Coban discusses the phenomenon of the non-sectarian sects 


Sectarianism’ 
acquires a 
new 

definition. 
Instead of 
consisting 
in refusal to 
unite in 
action, it 
becomes 
insisting on 
raising 
political 
differences 
- or refusing 
to pretend 


members based mainly in New York and 
Washington DC with no way for the other 
members to hold them accountable” (Callini¬ 
cos letter); and the Left Turn leadership in due 
course summarily excluded the dissentients 
from the “network”. 

The SWP leaders’ original recommenda¬ 
tion to the ex-ISO comrades was that for a 
period of time they should pretend to be 
something they were not: ie, spontaneist anti¬ 
globalisation activists. The SWP's objection 
to the ISO was, after all, that it had refiised to 
follow this course. But let us be frank: this 
approach is simply dishonest and manipula¬ 
tive. The Left Turn comrades should be criti¬ 
cised for succumbing to the ‘Tyranny of 
structurelessness’ diagnosed by lo Freeman 
in 1970 (http://flag.blackened.net/revolt/ 
hist_texts/structurelessness.html) - and, in¬ 
deed, diagnosed by Marx and Engels in their 
criticisms of Bakunin in the 1870s. But they 
should also be congratulated on escaping 
from the morass of dishonesty proposed by 
the SWP leadership and becoming the anti- 
Leninists they perhaps started out pretend¬ 
ing to be. Honesty is the precondition for 
learning. 

Thornett on the SA 

Alan Thornett’s article on the crisis in the 
Socialist Alliance is characterised by self- 
deception. We start with the proposition that 
“opportunities are opening up” for the alli¬ 
ance as a result of the anti-war movement. 
This takes us to the May AGM resolution 
comrade Thomett himself proposed, which, 
in his words, called for “a realignment of the 
left, which could reach out to the radicalised 
sections of the anti-war movement and cre¬ 
ate a broader, more effective left alternative 
to Blairism”. Here Thomett reads his own 
resolution within the terms of the perspec¬ 
tive of the SWP - or more exactly of the lohn 
Rees-Lindsey German trend within the SWP 
- that the task facing the alliance was to con¬ 
vert the anti-war movement into political rep¬ 
resentation. 

Both as written and as moved, comrade 
Thomett’s resolution was much more am¬ 
biguous, and was consistent both with the 
Rees-German perspective and with the com¬ 
peting perspective of beginning a broader 
struggle for a new workers’ party. He also 
tones down the content of the Rees-German 
perspective, by making it one of “turning the 
alliance outwards towards sections of the 
anti-war movement that can be won to a left 
political alternative ” (my emphasis) - not, 
as Rees-German put it, towards the anti-war 
movement as a whole as representing a left 
alternative. 

This is critical to Thomett’s (immediately 
following) diagnosis of the SWP’s bureau¬ 
cratic manipulation of Birmingham SA. At the 
time of the October 12 2002 Socialist Alliance 
conference on the euro, it was already the 
case that Stuart Richardson of the ISG in Bir¬ 
mingham was circulating material about the 
SWP’s decision - in alliance with supporters 
of the Morning Stars Communist Party of 
Britain, Socialist Action and an element of the 
mosque - to reorganise Birmingham Stop the 
War Coalition to suppress discussion. The 
packing of the Birmingham S A AGM flowed 
naturally from this prior alliance formed in the 
STWC. It was not simply a response to the 
events of the SA AGM. 

Thomett now proceeds - via a legitimate 
criticism of Workers Power’s antics at the luly 
SA national council meeting - to accuse the 
Weekly Worker of having “spun to a ridicu¬ 
lous degree" the SWP’s ‘peace and justice’ 
proposal. It was not a decision of the Social¬ 
ist Alliance, he says. We never claimed it was: 
on the contrary, we said the SWP was nego¬ 


tiating with potential partners behind the 
back of the Socialist Alliance. The charge was 
“based on verbal remarks lohn Rees was al¬ 
leged to have made in private conversations 
and latterly in the CPB account of their dis¬ 
cussions with the SWP” - well, yes, comrade, 
it is a little late to deny anything serious hap¬ 
pened after the CPB let the cat out of the bag. 

The Weekly Worker “gave the completely 
false impression that the alliance was drop¬ 
ping its stance on lesbian and gay and wom¬ 
en’s issues”, says Thomett. No, comrade, we 
reported the public speech of Lindsey Ger¬ 
man at the SWP’s Marxism 2003, where she 
implied that socialists - ie, the SWP - should 
be willing to put on one side these “shibbo¬ 
leths” (her word) for the sake of a broader 
bloc, including a section of the mosque. We 
criticised it openly, mainly for the benefit of 
SWP members who might not be clear just 
what sort of game their leadership was play¬ 
ing. 

Having more or less falsified what hap¬ 
pened and the nature of the Weekly Work¬ 
er’s interventions - which, incidentally, 
opposed both the semi-islamophobia of the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty and the child¬ 
ish irresponsibility of Workers Power - com¬ 
rade Thomett goes on to comment that “This 
kind of dead-end sectarianism is as damag¬ 
ing to the alliance as the packing of a meet¬ 
ing by the SWP.” This poses the question: 
what is meant by “sectarianism”, both in the 
real world and in this criticism? 

Sectarianism 

‘Sectarianism’ is all too frequently used as a 
mere teim of abuse. Thus, for example. Euro¬ 
communist Fernando Claudin’s The Commu¬ 
nist movement from Comintern to 
Cominform (1975) treated the communists’ 
‘sectarian’ decision to split the Second Inter¬ 
national as the fundamental error which poi¬ 
soned their subsequent history. A common 
formulation on the far left, and one we have 
used in the past in the Weekly Worker , is 
‘putting the interests of your organisation 
above those of the class as a whole’. This is 
a little too abstract to be helpful; it is, for ex¬ 
ample, as true of Kautsky in 1914 or of the 
Labour lefts, who in the end put party unity 
ahead of class interests, as it is of, for exam¬ 
ple, the SWP. To be more precise it is neces¬ 
sary to address both the social basis of sects 
and the concrete political content of sectari¬ 
anism. 

The social basis of sects is the existence 
of a ‘political marketplace' in capitalism, within 
which the sect takes up or attempts to take 
up a competitive ‘niche’. The sect is charac¬ 
terised, on the one hand, by a small, perma¬ 
nent leading group - in effect, individual 
political entrepreneurs ‘trading as’ a party; 
on the other, by a ‘rotating door’ membership 
- ie, members who come in, stay a year or two 
and leave - drawn from newly radicalising 
youth rather than from the existing militants 
of the broad workers’ vanguard. These mem¬ 
bers provide an activist and financial base for 
the operations of the sect, but it is necessary 
to the sect leaders to keep them walled off 
from rivals. This is because their original de¬ 
cision to join the sect is often based on its 
immediate visibility to them at the time of their 
radicalisation, not on a political critique of the 
existing organisations of the workers’ van¬ 
guard. 

This necessity to preserve the virginal qual¬ 
ity of the young activists - and, indeed, the 
young activists’ own fear of compromising 
their commitment by thought - also dictates 
the existence of sharp limits on internal po¬ 
litical discussion. Sects thus tend both to pro¬ 
liferate though splits, and to produce 
individual ex-member activists opposed to 


party organisation. 

The political content of sectarianism is, 
then, produced both by the initial choice to 
‘compete’ for the recruitment of newly 
radicalising youth by masquerading as ‘the 
alternative’, and by the need to preserve the 
political naivety of the young activist mem¬ 
bers. It consists in the refusal of common 
action where there is partial agreement, on 
the basis of the existence of continuing po¬ 
litical differences. 

This refusal is transparent in the case of 
organisations like the Socialist Party of Great 
Britain and the ‘council communists’, who 
reject both the idea of partial struggles and 
partial organisations like trade unions; so, too 
in the ‘third period’ of the Comintern, where 
the CPs attempted to set up ‘red trade unions’, 
and so on. 

There are several lesser techniques, which 
have the same practical effect. One is refusal 
to delay decisions on action for negotiation 
with other groups or to conduct democratic 
processes leading to a vote, on the usually 
spurious ground of ‘urgency’, with the result 
that the sect launches its own front ‘initia¬ 
tive’ subject to its organisational control. An¬ 
other is, where it controls broader 
organisations, the sect invariably attempts to 
reproduce its own internal bureaucratic ma¬ 
nipulation and suppression of discussion - 
again reflecting the dynamics and needs of 
its recruitment regime, but also having the 
effect of driving out critics ... so that no unity 
can be maintained or competing ‘broad’ or¬ 
ganisations emerge. 

‘Anti-sectarianism’ 

The common core ideology of sectarianism 
is that united action is only possible on the 
basis of general agreement and hence the 
suppression of dissent. It is for this reason 
that sectarianism can readily seem to be turned 
on its head, as the sect suppresses its own 
formal political ideas for the sake of ‘getting 
into the movement’. Thus in order to have 
united action with the Peronistas we have to 
pretend to be Peronistas (Nahuel Moreno in 
1950s Argentina). In order to have united 
action with the Morning Star and Labour left 
we have to pretend to be Stalinists/reform¬ 
ists (umpteen Trot groups since 1945 - most 
recently the SWP in the Anti-Nazi League, 
the STWC and, in a diluted form, the Social¬ 
ist Alliance). In order to have united action 
with the anarchists and spontaneists, etc of 
the anti-globalisation movement we have to 
pretend to be ... Globalise Resistance. When 
this practice is coupled with the anti-demo¬ 
cratic instincts of the sect, the sect becomes 
a left policeman to suppress criticism by bu¬ 
reaucratic manipulation for the benefit of 
some section of the labour bureaucracy - the 
historic role of the Stabilised CP. 

To call a person or organisation sectarian 
is an insult, for Trotskyists as well as for eve¬ 
ryone else. As a result, ‘sectarianism’ acquires 
a new definition popular among Trot sects. 
Instead of consisting in refusal to unite in 
action , it becomes insisting on raising po¬ 
litical differences - or refusing to pretend. 
Tims the SWP leadership called the ISO ‘sec¬ 
tarians’ for refusing to pretend to be simple 
anti-globalisation activists. Thus lohn Ross 
of Socialist Action and his lieutenants in 
1984-85 called Phil Hearse and Dave Packer 
(of the opposition which became the ISG) and 
Alan Thomett, ‘sectarians’ for raising criti¬ 
cisms of Benn, Scargill and Livingstone: ie, 
refusing to pretend to be left social democrats. 
It is this - sectarianism equals raising criticisms 
- which is exactly the content of Thomett’s 
criticism of the ‘sectarianism’ of the Weekly 
Worker. 

Remedies 

Many British Trotskyists and militants of 
Trotskyist origin have argued that the cause 
of sectarianism on the British left is failure to 
take seriously the ‘mass organisations of the 
working class’ and in particular the Labour 
Party. It seems to have escaped these com¬ 
rades’ attention that there have been numer¬ 
ous organisations within the Labour Party 
which display the political dynamics of sec- 
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tarianism - classically the Militant Tendency 
during its long sojourn in the party. Nor, as 
we have already seen, does a ‘united front 
policy towards the traditional left leaders’ 
avoid the problem. 

Pat Jordan in the early 1970s, and more re¬ 
cently Jordan's pupil, Phil Hearse, since his 
split with the Socialist Party/Militant, argued 
that sectarianism was a peculiar vice of the 
British and American left. The basis of this 
argument was the sectarian history of much 
of the UK and US left before the fomiation of 
the communist parties. The remedy proposed 
was therefore loyal attachment to the Fourth 
International (majority). 

This argument has proved illusory. Sectari¬ 
anism has turned out to be a global phenom¬ 
enon. It is produced by a dynamic inherent 
in capitalism: the market form of politics. In 
this, as in much else, Britain and America 
before 1918 merely showed the rest of the 
world their future. Moreover, if anything, the 
British Trot groups of the post-1968 period 
proved less sectarian, more willing to unite in 
action and debate one another, than their 
counterparts in (for example) France. Today’s 
Fourth International is almost the epitome of 
non-sectarian sectarianism. 

There is a very widespread belief, originat¬ 
ing in the experience of 1905 in Russia, that a 
sufficient forward movement of the working 
class will create a powerful pressure for unity 
of the left and overcome sectarianism. There 
is an element of truth in this - but tire experi¬ 
ence of the late 1960s and early 1970s in the 
advanced capitalist countries, when sects 
grew and multiplied in the fertile ground of 
an offensive of the class and a broad radicali- 
sation, should lead to caution. 

The truth is that there is no short answer 
to the problem of sectarianism. What is 
needed, as Mark Fischer argued in response 
to tire struggle between the SWP and the ISO, 
is a cultural revolution for the left (see Weekly 


Worker May 25 2000). 

The only possible road forward is a strug¬ 
gle for a workers’ movement built on the twin 
and inseparable principles of unity in action 
and freedom of discussion. This struggle re¬ 
quires us in the present to fight for as much 
unity in action as is possible, while at the 
same time openly debating political differ¬ 
ences. But fighting for as much unity in ac¬ 
tion as is possible has an inexorable logic: that 
is, the Marxists - who have far more objec¬ 
tive common ground among themselves than 
they have with, for example, the social demo¬ 
crats, the anarchists or die greens - need to 
address their own disunity before they can 
expect to make an impact on broader forces. 

Equally, the struggle for freedom of discus¬ 
sion cannot be conducted in the abstract. It 
can only be conducted by actually arguing 
out political differences in the open. This pre¬ 
cludes pretending to be reformists or anti¬ 
globalisation activists or whatever for the 
sake of a spurious and eventually illusory 
unity. 

It is also necessary to work at the level of 
theory to break down the secondary ideolo¬ 
gies which serve to legitimise the primary sect 
ideology that unity in action requires the sup¬ 
pression of public expression of differences. 

For example, the ‘non-sectarian’ sectarians 
are particularly fond of a phrase from Marx’s 
1875 letter to Bracke: ‘ ‘Every step of real move¬ 
ment is more important than a dozen pro¬ 
grammes.” SWP supporter Dave Williams 
quotes this in his letter in last week’s Weekly 
Worker (September 26). It should be restored 
to its context, as part of a covering note for 
Marx’s Critique of the Gotha programme 
(which hardly treats programmatic conces¬ 
sions as secondary): 

“Apart from this, it is my duty not to give 
recognition, even by diplomatic silence, to 
what in my opinion is a thoroughly objection¬ 
able programme that demoralises the party. 


“Every step of real movement is more im¬ 
portant than a dozen programmes. If, there¬ 
fore, it was not possible - and the conditions 
of the item did not permit it - to go beyond the 
Eisenach programme, one should simply 
have concluded an agreement for action 
against the common enemy. But by drawing 
up a programme of principles (instead of 
postponing this until it has been prepared for 
by a considerable period of common activ¬ 
ity) one sets up before the whole world laird- 
marks by which it measures the level of the 
party movement” (K Marx, F Engels Selected 
works Vol 3, ppll-12, www.marxists.org.uk/ 
archive/marx/works/1875/letters/ 
75_05_05.htm). 

And here is Engels, writing to Kautsky in 
1891, after the (16-years-belated) publication 
of the Critique of the Gotha programme had 
led to calls for controls on publication to 
avoid ‘aiding the enemy’: 

“That voices should have been raised in 
the parliamentary group demanding that the 
Neue Zeit be subject to censorship is truly 
delectable ... After the liberation of German 
socialist science from Bismarck’s anti-social¬ 
ist law, what more brilliant idea than to sub¬ 
ject it to a new anti-socialist law to be thought 
up and implemented by the officials of the 
Social Democratic Party. However, we’ve 
taken care that they don’t get too big for their 
boots” ( ibid Vol 49, p 133, www.marx- 
ists.org.uk/archive/marx/works/1891/letters/ 
91_02_23.htm). 

Unsuccessfully, as things turned out. The 
full-time officials of even the smallest sects, 
as well as the large mass parties, continue to 
this day to “get too big for their boots” in 
attempting to carry on politics behind the 
backs of their members and to suppress criti¬ 
cal discussion and tire reporting of what they 
are up to - in the name of ‘non-sectarianism’. 
After so many years of failure it is time to get 
rid of this crap • 


Improving Socialist 
Alliance democracy 


O ver 50 members of the Socialist Al¬ 
liance met in Birmingham on Sep¬ 
tember 13 and agreed to hold a 
further meeting within two months to or¬ 
ganise a political platform, as per the SA 
constitution, in order to re-establish de¬ 
mocracy within the Socialist Alliance. It 
was further agreed that this meeting be 
organised by the national executive mem¬ 
bers who initiated the September 13 open 
forum (Lesley Mahmood, Declan O’Neill, 
Martin Thomas, Steve Godward and Mar¬ 
cus Strom) plus two SA members nomi¬ 
nated by the open forum: Pete Radcliff 
(Alliance for Workers’ Liberty and Not¬ 
tingham SA) and Pete McLaren (Coven¬ 
try and Warwickshire SA). 

The open forum requested that further writ¬ 
ten proposals on the more precise nature and 
role of the democracy platform be submitted 
in advance of the follow-up meeting. We 
therefore request that individuals and/or lo¬ 
cal alliances/political organisations send in 
such resolutions and statements to Pete 
McLaren (julie.mclaren- @ virgin.net) and Les- 
ley Mahmood (lesleymahmood@mer- 
seysocialist.freeserve.co.uk) by Saturday 
November 1, to give us an opportunity to 
composite and circulate all resolutions/state¬ 
ments by email in advance of the follow-up 
meeting on November 8. Please only send in 
resolutions relating to the role and purpose 
of the democracy platform. There will be an 
opportunity to move amendments on the day 
- but we do ask that these are submitted in 
writing, preferably with copies. 

The September 13 open forum also com¬ 
mitted us to: 

• campaign for safeguarding the founding 
principles of the SA: namely inclusivity, the 
rights of minorities, openness and democ¬ 
racy; 

• call on the Socialist Workers Party leaders 
of tiie SA, as a first step to establishing trust, 
to make a report of the proposals and discus¬ 
sions that took place with the Communist 
Party of Britain and the central Birmingham 


mosque; 

• campaign for full implementation of the con¬ 
stitution on all matters relating to account¬ 
ability; 

• defend the principles of the SA, as outlined 
in People before profit, 

• work with those campaigning for a new 
workers’ party; 

• establish a discussion bulletin to develop 
what we have agreed and open up discus¬ 
sions with Workers Power, the Socialist Party 


W e have got off to a good start to our 
October fund with a very generous 
£50 donation from comrade TR. who is 
obviously feeling very flush, having sent 
us £30 just last week. 

Just as pleasing are two other sizeable 
contributions - of £40 and £25, from KJ 
and FS respectively. Together with a 
number of smaller cheques, these gifts 
have taken our total to £155 after the first 
week. But we are still a long way off our 
monthly target, which, as I announced last 
week, has been raised for October only to 
£750 (up from our usual £500 requirement). 
The dire state of much of our IT equip¬ 
ment means that we need the extra cash 
immediately (if not sooner). 


and others inside and outside the SA, and 
where possible undertake practical work to¬ 
gether. 

Resolutions are therefore also welcomed 
on the implementation of any or all of these 
policies, alongside the specific nature and 
role of this national platform. 

We await your response with interest. 
Steve Godward, Lesley Mahmood, Pete 
McLaren, Declan O’Neill, Pete Radcliff, 
Marcus Strom, Martin Thomas 


So, while our first seven days’ haul for 
October is well above the average - par¬ 
ticularly for the first week of the month - it 
is nothing to shout about: we still need 
another £595 in only three weeks. I would 
ask all readers, supporters and sympathis¬ 
ers to make a special effort to take us 
through what I’m sure will be a short-term 
difficulty. 

Incidentally, our total readership still 
hovers just below the 10,000mark - last week 
we recorded a total of 8,147 e-readers. We 
need a lot more of you contributing • 

Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, 
or send cheques, payable to 
Weekly Worker 


SA democracy platform 

Meeting to set up a national caucus/platform: Saturday November 8.11.30am to 3.30pm, 
United Services Club, Gough Street, Birmingham. 


Fighting fund 


Good start 


What we 
fight for 

■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revolu¬ 
tionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with the highest form of organisa¬ 
tion it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communists Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ on the 
left. In reality they are confessional sects. Members who 
disagree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

■ Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists oppose the neo-conservative war plans of 
the Project for the New American Century and all imperial¬ 
ist wars but constantly strive to bring to the fore the funda¬ 
mental question - ending war is bound up with ending capi¬ 
talism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
oftheEU. 

■The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system capi¬ 
talism can only be superseded globally. All forms of na¬ 
tionalist socialism are reactionary and anti-working class. 

■ The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

■ Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 

It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

■ Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploita¬ 
tion, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is gen¬ 
eral freedom and the real beginning of human history. 

■ All who accept these principles are urged to join the 
Communist Party. 
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Wider conflict 
demands 
working class 
response 


Bomber Sharon 
hits Syrian targets 


T he Middle East continues to de¬ 
scend to further levels of barba¬ 
rism and decay at the hands of 
the rightwing militarist Israeli re¬ 
gime of Ariel Sharon. 

Determined to kick aside any initiative 
- whether from Israel’s superimperialist 
allies and patrons in Washington or in¬ 
deed anywhere else - and snuff out any 
attempt at a negotiated settlement with 
the Palestinians, Sharon is bent on cre¬ 
ating the political conditions for a wider 
conflict with the surrounding Arab 
states. A conflict in which, under the fog 
of war, the long-cherished goal of the 
Zionist right can be carried out: the 
cleansing of the West Bank and Gaza of 
Arabs; the outright annexation of the 
occupied territories into a greater Israel. 

The attack on a so-called ‘training 
camp’ deep inside Syria, just outside Da¬ 
mascus, supposedly in response to the 
latest suicide attack in Israel, in reality rep¬ 
resents a further ratcheting up of Shar¬ 
on’s strategy. It is of a piece with the 
incessant Gobbels-like propaganda 
blaming Arafat and the Palestinian au¬ 
thority for attacks on lewish civilians that 
are obviously the work of Arafat’s rejec- 
tionist opponents. The net result: a con¬ 
flict whose escalation fundamentally 
serves the programme of the Zionist 
right, which occasionally pretends to be 
interested in negotiations, when what it 
is really set on is the mass expulsion, if 
not (at least for some) mass extermina¬ 
tion. 

Sharon not only sabotaged Bush’s 
‘road map’. His government also delib¬ 
erately aborted the Hamas and Islamic 
Jihad ceasefires that were painstakingly 
put together by the pro-US stooge, 
former Palestinian prime minister Abu 
Mazen, in collaboration with that wing 
of the islamists personified by Hamas 
leader, Abu Shanab, who are prepared to 
setde for a two-state solution. The policy 
of assassinating one’s political oppo¬ 
nents was crowned by the murder by 
Israeli state forces of Abu Shanab him¬ 
self, the architect of the ceasefire. 

The predictable result: a return to 
bloodshed, with Palestinians dying at the 
rate of at least three for every Israeli fa¬ 
tality. But, equally predictably, out of this 
cycle, as Sharon and his compatriots 
knew full well, many more Israelis would 
die, in renewed suicide bombings carried 
out by those driven to the depths of de¬ 
spair and religious fervour (the two are 
natural companions, in fact) by the un¬ 
remitting oppression of the Israeli terror 
occupation. 

So the October 4 bombing in Haifa was 
no surprise to Sharon. He thrives on 
such outrages, secretly welcoming them 
in fact. The fact that the female bomber, a 
supporter of Islamic Jihad, chose a place 
where Israeli Arabs and Jews mixed so¬ 
cially, a somewhat rare thing in Israel 
(though not so much in Haifa), adds an¬ 
other reactionary twist to the whole situ- 



Butcher of all he surveys 

ation. The action of the Israelis in pun¬ 
ishing her entire family by demolishing 
their home displays a similar mentality - 
the entire ‘enemy’ population is guilty 
and must be punished, as indeed must 
anyone who dares to fraternise with 
them. The difference is, of course, that 
the islamists’ suicide bombings (and 
those of their secular imitators) are in re¬ 
ality less than pin pricks in the hide of 
the Sharon regime - indeed they 
strengthen it and provide it with more and 
more propaganda material to manipulate 
in pursuit of its own deadly aspirations 
vis-a-vis the Palestinians in the occupied 
territories. 

So much for the ‘road map to peace’ 
cooked up by Bush with the formal im¬ 
primatur of the ‘quartet’: that is, the EU, 
Russia and the UN; and so much for the 
arrogant assumption of the Bush admin¬ 
istration that, having effected ‘regime 
change’ in Iraq, it would be able to dic¬ 
tate the terms of a Middle East settlement 
enormously weighted in favour of its 
Israeli allies. 

It ran into two fundamental problems: 
one, that Iraq proved to be far more diffi¬ 
cult to swallow than the neo-conserva- 
tives thought, thus undermining the 
whole illusory momentum that was sup¬ 
posed to just push the thing through. 
The second obstacle Bush encountered 
was the dominant current within the Is¬ 
raeli ruling class: neither Labour nor more 
honestly Likud sees any kind of work¬ 
able peace with the Palestinians. What 
they seek is ‘victory’: ie, the decisive sub¬ 
ordination at the very least of the Arab 
population in the whole of the pre-1948 
temtory of Palestine - ultimately the only 
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way to do this is though another Naqba. 
All their manoeuvrings, from the phoney 
peace of Oslo to the rampant provoca¬ 
tions of Sharon, are just varying tactics 
in pursuit of that national and class goal. 

Some on the Zionist right want to go 
further: ultimately their territorial ambi¬ 
tions include Jordan as well - indeed Eretz 
Israel is envisaged as extending to the 
Euphrates. This is, of course, a long-term 
goal: at this historical conjuncture the 
reckoning with the Arab population of 
‘Judea and Samaria’ is foremost in the 
Zionists’ list of priorities. 

The attitude of the US ruling class to 
this reality is one of acute contradiction 
and apparent impotence. Israel is Ameri¬ 
ca’s strategic ally in the region: the US 


really does not have any other reliable, 
heavily armed force to aim to. Israel also 
acts as a kind of lightning-rod: by its sheer 
unremitting, provocative militarism, it be¬ 
comes the focus of hatred of the Arab 
masses and frequently draws their atten¬ 
tion away from the criminality of the gro¬ 
tesquely exploitative and anti-democratic 
capitalist regimes that rule most of the 
Arab states. Israel’s militarism played a 
major role in making Saddam Hussein ap¬ 
pear to many Arabs as a hero and a cham¬ 
pion, when he should have been reviled, 
by the Arab masses above all, as a reac¬ 
tionary butcher. 

In present circumstances, with a lum¬ 
bering and not very smart rightwing re¬ 
gime in Washington, whose whole 


defining ethos is a knee-jerk intolerance 
towards anything smacking of their defi¬ 
nition of ‘terrorism’, the Sharon regime 
is in a position to engage in provocations 
against its Arab neighbours that in fact 
contradict the rational tactical interests 
of US imperialism - without Bush being 
able to do anything significant about it. 
The Sharon regime is also aware that the 
lunatic, fundamentalist christian-Zionist 
wing of Bush’s own party is more open 
about advocating the ethnic cleansing 
of Palestinians in the West Bank than 
Sharon himself would dare say in public. 
So, however much Bush blows hot and 
cold and appeals for restraint after Shar¬ 
on’s latest provocative adventure, he will 
not seriously challenge the Zionist strat¬ 
egy- 

It is the same with the recent Israeli 
threat to expel or even kill Yasser Arafat. 
The US can lecture about how counter¬ 
productive that would be, yet, far from 
voting to warn Israel against it in the UN 
security council, it exercised its veto on 
Sharon’s behalf. The same pattern ap¬ 
pears to be emerging with the bombing 
of Syria by Sharon, with Bush supinely 
pronouncing that “Israel has the right to 
defend itself’. This is yet another mani¬ 
festation of the growing weakness of the 
Bush administration, now it is caught in 
the Iraqi quagmire: the whole foreign 
policy mess, taken as a totality, looks 
likely to provide ample ammunition for 
whoever Bush’s Democratic challenger 
turns out to be in next year’s elections. 

However, as the Clinton years and 
the whole wretched experience of 
Oslo showed, even a change to a ‘left’ 
face in the White House, together with 
a corresponding change in Israel, will 
not bring liberation to the Palestin¬ 
ians. Only the independent struggles 
of the Arab and Jewish masses - for 
democracy and equality, for demo¬ 
cratic and national rights for both peo¬ 
ples - can do that • 

Ian Donovan 
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